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MEMOIR OF ANDREW SHARF

To have been born in Imperial Russia in 1915 could hardly be regarded as a
recipe for a happy or successful life. For the approximately 100,000 Jewish
infants born in Russia in that year, life itself was at issue, not happiness or
success. How many of them were still alive by 1920? By 1941? By 1945?

An ex-colleague of ours, well known to Andrew, recently published some
fascinating chapters of autobiography entitled Memoirs of a Fortunate Jew. It
may perhaps comfort us a little on this sad occasion that the same title would
have been no less appropriate for a work which Andrew himself could have
written...

The city of Rostov-on-Don, where Andrew was born, belongs essentially —
if remotely — to our Mediterranean world, the Biblical Great Sea, an area
which was to become the principal field of his historical research. Rostov abuts
on the ancient boundaries of the Byzantine and Ottoman empires. It was home
to thousands of Armenians. It cannot be mere coincidence that, in his later
years, Andrew published the results of basic researches on the history of the
Armenians and the singular form of Christianity practised by them.

As for the Jews of Rostov, they were distanced both legally and spiritually
from the Russo-Jewish heartland. The city had been excluded from the Jewish
Pale of Settlement. The Russification of the Rostov Jews proceeded apace,
which did not prevent a progrom in 1883. Some five years later an order was
issued for the expulsion of the Jews. After much petitioning, supported even by
the Don Cossacks and, doubtless, judicious bribery in appropriate places, the
Jews were permitted to remain, but no more of them were to be allowed to
settle in Rostov.- .

It is not surprising that Judaism in Rostov was at a low ebb, but probably no
lower than in Liverpool, its English counterpart, at a later stage in Andrew’s
career.

Even in the Pale of Settlement it was taken for granted that Jewish
professional men, for the most part physicians and lawyers, would disburden
themselves of the weight of Jewish tradition and refuse to converse in the
despised “Jargon” (Yiddish). Whether this can be called “assimilation” or not is
open to question. In Russia, as in medieval Europe, the sole road to true
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JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

assimilation was baptism, possibly effective in the second or third generation. I
should guess that in early twentieth-century Rostov, unlike Minsk or Pinsk,
there must have been a fair number of Jews who were utterly ignorant of the
“Jargon”. Andrew’s father was a lawyer, and a Leftist to boot. So far as I can
gather, he did not pass on to his children much idea of Judaism, if he had any at
all himself. It is written: The spirit of man is the lamp of the Lord.” Andrew’s
lamp was never totally extinguished. After many years, and with much effort,
he succeeded in recovering the Jewish heritage of which he had almost been
robbed, also in rewarding his parents with Kaddish on the anniversaries of their
deaths. His mother spent her last years with Eva and Andrew, and is bufied in
Holon. But Andrew firmly drew the line at “Jargon”, which for him included
such vestiges of Aramaic which had not been weeded out of modern Hebrew.

Rostov changed hands several times after the 1917 Revolution, from the
Germans to the Whites, from the Whites to the Reds. But Andrew’s father was
definitely not the right shade of red. In fact, it was Andrew who saved the
family from an unpleasant fate. He suffered from a serious eye infection, and
his parents succeeded in obtaining permission to leave for the West to seek
specialist treatment.

Eventually they reached London (other members of the family remained in
Paris). Unfortunately, Andrew’s father never succeeded in establishing himself
in London. For the most part they lived in the East End among the proletariat.
It was there that Andrew made a number of good and loyal friends, friends for
a lifetime. In spite of all difficulties, he received secondary education at one of
the best schools in London, the City of London School. He showed great ability
in Classics, which ultimately gave him the key to the Byzantine treasure-house.
But university studies had to be postponed indefinitely. Instead, he was thrown
onto the employment market during the Great Slump and made an exiguous
living from odd jobs and the dole.

Throughout his life he was clearly distinguishable as homo politicus. Even in
his later years, when all available effort was concentrated on historical research,
his approach to life was basically political. “Incorrect™ political views aroused
his ire. He believed that the human condition could be improved by political
means. This belief is not exclusively Marxist — for instance, the anti-Marxist
philosopher K.R. Popper held to it. Popper’s political philosophy had a
considerable influence on Andrew’s thinking in the ’50s. But twenty years
earlier, a period of economic depression which saw the meteoric rise of
dictatorships and the paralysis and betrayal of democracy, Popper was neither
available nor necessary. In those days Andrew belonged to the small Marxist-
Trotskyist wing of the English Left, which affected his future development in
three ways:

18}



MEMOIR OF ANDREW SHARF

1. His abiding interest in political theory and philosophy. For years he
lectured at Bar-Ilan on the history of Political Theory to a packed lecture-hall,
and I do not doubt that some of his auditors are present this evening. He
contributed an important article on the subject to the Kurzweil memorial
volume which appeared in 1975, following another article which had appeared
in the 1969 Bar-Tlan Annual on “History and the Scientific Method”,

2. He acquired great expertise in the art of debating. The “Comrades” were
prone to argue about anything or nothing at great length, much as the medieval
scholastics in their day sharpened their command of dialectic and rhetoric.
Needless to say, the “Comrades” enjoyed more freedom of expression than was
allowed by the Leninist-Stalinist establishment, at the price of uncontrollable
fission. When Andrew achieved membership and chairmanship of committees
of the Senate at Bar-Ilan, it became abundantly clear that he was the only one
to have any idea of parliamentary procedure. In the Senate itself he was
universally accepted as the final procedural authority. The law was firmly laid
down on “points of order”, “points of information” and “the previous
question”, none of which had ever been heard of at Bar-Ilan, and possibly
nowhere else in Israel! When he was head of our Department, it was a pleasure
to see him run the meetings, dispose of the agenda in due order and brush aside
the more obstreperous speechifiers. He also knew exactly when to raise his
voice, which had considerable power, to beat down the opposition when his
case was perhaps not the strongest. I can reveal two pieces of advice he gave me
on committee work: never boycott meetings for any reason and never resign.

3. Seeing that nearly all the “Comrades” were Jews, he was paradoxically
maintaining his Jewish identity. I often think of this as his Dénmeh period. In
later years I met one or two of them who were recalled to some form or other of
Judaism. For instance, there was Jack Warman, who made a substantial
contribution towards buying books for our Seminar Library which we were
trying to build up. He also gave money for an Essay Prize for the Department,
which was awarded to Chava Eshkoli.

On the outbreak of war in 1939 Andrew volunteered for the British Army,
not waiting for the call-up, from which in any case he would have been
exempted on account of his eye. He no longer saw the war as a capitalist ploy, a
view which was fashionable in the political circles in which he moved, but
rather as a moral neéessity. The forces of Satan, i.e., Hitler, the most dangerous
enemy the Jewish nation ever had in all its history, had to be vanquished.
During his military service he saw many parts of the world, in particular India,
which left an abiding impression upon him. He learned Hindustani, up to what
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point I am not competent to pronounce, and became something of an authority
on Indian history. A useful by-product was the seminar he occasionally held at
Bar-Ilan on the rise of Indian nationalism.

After the War, the demobilized forces were offered numerous concessions in
the field of higher education. And so, comparatively late in life, at the age of
30+ he began a new career which was to lead him to distinguished scholarship
and university administration, to Zionism and a worthwhile contribution to the
new State of Israel. He completed his doctorate in Byzantine history under the
supervision of that outstanding and supremely terrifying scholar Joan Hussey,
of whom he always spoke with respect and not 2 little awe. It is not long since
she celebrated her eightieth birthday, and of course Andrew contributed an
appropriate article to her Festschrift. Other significant changes in his life and
life-style were marked by his marriage to Eva in 1951 and his teaching
appointment at Liverpool University in 1952.

Apart from Professor Hussey I could mention many other historians who
may have influenced Andrew’s thought and development, but restrict myself to
those he referred to most frequently. During his Liverpool period he was
fortunate to serve under Geoffrey Barraclough, who was in charge of medieval
studies. Barraclough was a great and entertaining scholar. He was full of ideas,
not all of which have stood the test of time, and his interests transcended the
most generous bounds which could be allotted to the Middle Ages. His modern
counterpart, Professor Thomson, apparently resented these incursions and
much else. As we say in Israel, there was no “chemistry” between them; they
had not been on speaking terms for years. If the History Department at
Liverpool was able to function at all, the credit must be given to Hans
Liebeschiitz, a real Lamed Vovnik, even if he was a pillar of the Reform
Synagogue, who took upon himself the thankless task of mediator and go-
between. A humanist himself, Liebeschiitz was attracted to John of Salisbury,
the greatest of the medieval humanists, on whom he was a leading authority.
Andrew often spoke of the Liebeschiitzes (pére and fils) with warm affection.

I think Andrew’s experiences in the History Department at Liverpool
enabled him to play a useful part during the “Great Schism” at Bar-Ilan in 1962,
when two rival Senates claimed the undivided allegiance of the academic staff.
When that particular storm blew itself out, Andrew found himself, in effect if
not in title, Dean of the Faculty of Humanities.

Why did Andrew decide to emigrate to Israel? At that time I had friends who
found life in England boring or dull and so departed for Australia. In his
Liverpool days Andrew’s interest in Israel developed and Eva had relatives in
Israel who were among the founding fathers of Kfar Shmaryahu. At any rate,
Andrew undertook fund-raising work on behalf of the English Friends of the
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MEMOIR OF ANDREW SHARF

Haifa Technion. This experience stood him in good stead in 1963, when he was
called upon to do similar work for Bar-Ilan in England. Hitherto the only
extant Friends of Bar-Ilan were to be found in Detroit. His efforts to attract a
substantial donor bore fruit, and, at least in part, the building of the Bar-Ilan
Central Library may be attributed to him.

Andrew and Eva arrived in Israel in 1958 without any firm prospects. It is
true that he came equipped with a knowledge of Hebrew grammar which would
not have disgraced a Gesenius. In time he became familiar with modern Hebrew
literature — one of his favourite authors was Hazaz — but Hebrew always

_remained for him a foreign language. Contrariwise, his attachment to his
- Russian mamme loshen grew stronger.

The Sharfs settled in Jerusalem, where they attended a residential Ulpan,
afterwards living in Kiryat Yovel. Bar-Ilan was a new university, very much a
parvenu on the Israeli academic scene: it may be doubted whether Andrew
heard much good of it in Jerusalem. All the same, I suppose faute de mieux, he
submitted his name to Bar-Ilan. There were two other candidates for the
History Department, but Andrew’s qualifications were infinitely superior, with
publications to his credit in the more prestigious journals. Strangely enough,
one of his warmest supporters was Baruch Unterman, Secretary of the
University (a fellow-Liverpudlian or a landsman, as he described himself), who
normally took no interest in the academic side of the University, or in any other
side if truth be told. At that time Unterman’s father was the Ashkenazi Chief
Rabbi of Tel-Aviv, having previously served in Liverpool, while his brother
Maurice was in charge of the moribund Bar-Ilan office in Mayfair (!), London.

At first Andrew held a part-time job — Bar-Ilan was still very small with
about 300 students — but after a couple of years he was appointed to a full-time
post, with the rank of Senior Lecturer. Not long afterwards he was promoted to
Associate Professor, and in 1971 achieved the rank of Professor. As the leading
Byzantinist in Israel his services were requested by other academic institutions,
and for a time he taught at Haifa University by request of Professor Grabois,
head of the History Department. Strangely enough, when Agnon’s novel Shira
was published in book form in 1971, the Hebrew University in Jerusalem was
presented therein as a veritable hotbed of Byzantine studies. In practice, the
subject was almost completely neglected there: the leading Byzantinist being
found at Bar-Ilan!

Returning to the academic year 1958-59, we find Andrew trying to
supplement his exiguous part-time income. He succeeded in obtaining a
research post at Yad Washem (the English transliteration of the name of this
Institution afforded him much amusement), where he met Nathaniel Katzburg,
historian of Hungarian Jewry and an esteemed colleague at Bar-Ilan.
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In London my parents had a neighbour called Joshua Podro (formerly
Podrushnik) living a few doors away, who had one of the finest private libraries
of Judaica in England. I often wonder what happened to it. Podro was a
wide-ranging amateur scholar, completely undisciplined. He advised Robert
Graves when the latter was preparing his historical novel King Jesus, and
collaborated with Graves in their joint publication The Nazarene Gospel
Restored. He seemed to be a rich man and probably was a very rich man. Back
in the “20s or the early ‘30s he invented the idea of a press-cutting agency, and
his was the leading firm in London which supplied public figures, who
subscribed in increasing numbers, with newspaper cuttings in which their
names appeared. But at the same time, on his own account, he extracted every
reference to Jews in the British Press. Eventually he sent this mass of material
to Yad Washem. Andrew took it upon himself to bring order to this tohu-bohu,
and it soon became obvious to him that a book was here in the making. The
press-cuttings indeed yielded a very good book (together with a useful offspring
of articles, lectures, etc.) entitled The British Press and the Jews under Nazi
Rule (Oxford University Press, 1964). This important work has been frequently
cited down to the present.

Andrew’s other books, although devoted to his field of specialization, are
distinguished by a wholesome broad-mindedness and lack of pedantry. One
doesn’t need to be a Byzantinist to enjoy them. In short, they are much easier
for us to read than they were for him to write. In many historical works the
reverse is true. His classic work of synthesis, which Samuel Krauss and Joshua
" Starr never succeeded in accomplishing, is Byzantine Jewry from Justinian 1o
the Fourth Crusade. This volume won universal acclaim. A more specialized
monograph is his book on the medieval Jewish physician Shabbetai Donnolo,
which brought Andrew to the western borders of Byzantium and illustrates his
capacity to produce original work in the less familiar fields of medieval
mathematics, astronomy and medicine. He books received international
recognition, naturally in England where he carried out and published most of
his research, but no less in Greece, where he won the warm regard of Professor
Stratos, the Byzantinist doyen. After the latter’s death, Andrew was presented
with a medal in memoriam.

It is regrettable that at Bar-Ilan nobody was able to follow in Andrew’s
footsteps. Owing to his sedulous care, the university and department libraries
were equipped with the necessary books and journals, but no research students
were forthcoming. The main difficulty was Greek. No history student would
learn the language; the few students at Bar-Ilan who did learn Greek were
drawn towards the Bible Department. Andrew did supervise students for higher
degrees, but only in American and Russian history.
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Unlike others, Andrew did not allow his research interests to cause him to
neglect his other duties at the University. He was head of our Department three
times, eight years in all. He did everything he could for the benefit of the
Department, and was constantly on the look-out for promising young
historians who could be recruited. As I look around me, I see — among others
— the two Cohanim, who have now been at Bar-Ilan for 18 years. As
departmental head he was punctilious in enforcing discipline, and woe betide
the slackers! He demanded no less from himself than from others. He never
cancelled lectures for any reason and never cut them short. The lectures
themselves were always meticulously prepared. He always returned
examination papers without delay, even from abroad, where he generally spent
the summer vacation. He never missed a meeting of any kind. I have been
informed by Mr Ralbag, co-ordinator of professional committees for academic
promotions etc., that it is almost impossible to get five professors to agree on a
time for a meeting, but that “Sharf was unique in never making trouble”. For
several years he was chairman of the “committee of ceremonies” and, in that
capacity, efficiently organized the so-called “Commencement Exercises”. In
brief, he behaved in these matters less like a Russian and more like a Yekke.

After his retirement he continued part-time teaching at a very nominal salary.
It was his pleasure to attend the departmental meetings, seminars and other
events and to take an active part in the deliberations.

Our dear colleague maintained reasonably good health during the years of
full employment and, on his retirement, received a bonus for never having
taken a day’s sick-leave. Lately, however, he appeared to have weakened, but he
didn’t like to discuss his health. For the first time he looked his age, or even
older. For all that, he was full of optimism and determination and spoke of his
intention to visit the Far East. His final illness and death in England came to us
all as a great shock and surprise.

It is no idle formality to state that without Eva’s support he would not have
attained what he did, but I feel she would not like me to enlarge on the subject.
Andrew’s old pupil Professor Haim Genizi will now learn Mishnayyot in his
memory. saxaan

Avrom Saltman

* based on an address given at a memorial meeting held by the General History Department
of Bar-Ilan University on 6 Tishre 5751 (25.9.90).
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STATEMENTS, GENERALISATIONS AND
KARL POPPER’S HISTORICISM

In these sparse comments on a complex topic my first task
is to acknowledge the debt I owe to the late Professor Kurz-
weil for stimulating my interest in the philosophy of history
and, particularly, in Karl Popper’s idea of historiography — a
stimulus which has been of considerable help to me in more ways
than one. I cannot, however, pretend to have succeeded in gaining
more than an amateur’s understanding of the problems involved,
and trust that Professor Kurzweil would not have been' too dis-
appointed with the present attempt to discuss some of them — an
attempt for which, of course, he was in no way responsible.

Popper’s campaign to cleanse historiography from what he called
historicism is familiar enough.> He uses this term as a collective
description for all those accounts of events in the past which find
there a pattern whose structure is expressible by means of uni-
versal statements no different from those to be found in accounts
of procedures in the exact sciences, those accounts, that is, which
assert the existence of historical laws strictly comparable to scien-
tific laws. Marxism, with its explicit claim to scientific status, is
an obvious example of historicism and it is the principal target
of Popper’s attack. And his attack on Plato is really part of it,
rather than his highly entertaining lampoon on Hegel, which
cannot be taken very seriously.’ I mention Marx and Plato because
it is important to recall that, for Popper, his polemic has far more
than an academic meaning. Maurice Cornforth, the only one so far

1. An elaboration of the paper “Historical Statements and Historical
Descriptionss” delivered at the Bar-Ilan Philosophy Colloquium
held in January, 1971.

2. See, e.g, K. R. Popper, The Poverty of Historicism, London (1957).

3. K R. Popper, The Open Society and its Enemies, 3rd. ed., London
(1957), vol. 2; see especially pp. 189—211; vol. 1, pp. 138—168.
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as I know, to give a detailed Marxist rejoinder to it, saw that
point, at least, very well.* The historicist idea of historical laws
implies, as with scientific laws, their continued operation in the
future, a situation which politicians, sociologists, and so forth can
only ignore at their peril, just as the individual in his daily life
will so imperil himself if he ignores scientific laws — for example,
the law of gravity. Thus, the acceptance of a particular set of
historical laws will determine or, at least, greatly circumscribe
courses of political action, programmes of social reform, etc. His-
toricism, says Popper, categorically states, after all modifications
end reservations have been allowed for, what human society is and
what it will be — or, perhaps, what it will be if certain actions
and not others are taken. It is thus the enemy of Popper’s “Open
Society” — the possibility of whose existence is symbolised by
his somewhat cryptic apothegm that ‘“everything is possible in
human affairs’” * — since it is a society which is, in effect, thought
of as virtually independent of previous developments, not to speak
of the historicist interpretation of them.

It is probably this conviction of his, to which, of course, he is
fully entitled, that the “Open Society”, the society about whose
structure or future as little as possible can, or should be, predi-
cated or predicted, that this and only this society is a positive
good, while all its alternatives — “its enemies” as he puts it — that
is all those which exist, or are planned to exist, according to the
historical laws of the historicist, are, or are likely to become posit-
ive evils, it is this act of moral judgment which probably led Pop-
per considerably beyond his criticism of certain historians’ belief
in the existence of such laws. He came to suspect any historical
generalisation whatever. He came to suspect of historicism, any
statement by a historian, that is to cast doubt 4b instio on its vali-
dity, if it included a general label for a group of events supposed
to have common characteristics. He came close to rejecting the
possibility of any intelligible statements about movements or about
tendencies, from the suspicion that the generalisations inevitably
included in such statements might have “lawlike” elements. Ge-
neralisations about movements or tendencies were either histori-

4. M. Cornforth, The Open Philosophy and the Open Society, London
(1968).
5. Popper, The Open Society, vol. 2, p. 197.
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cist or meaningless. For to be meaningful and not historicist they
would have to proceed from the sum total of the accounts of
the lives and activities of every single one of the participants.®
A generalisation might be a convenient pointer to what took
place. More frequently, it-was a deliberately misleading histori-
cism. The same was true of so-called historical periods. To write
history in this way, in the way that historicists and, under their
influence, most historians imagined was impossible. Both the
divisions and the continuity they saw was a mirage. Certainly,
many of them did find one kind of continuity which was genuine
enough, but that was by writing only one particular history — the
history of power politics. This history did have an inner unify-
ing element, a continuity of its own about which a valid general-
isation could be made : it was the history of “international crime
and mass murder”. It is this highly emotional attack upon histo-
rical generalisations which comes as the climax to the passage
where Popper makes his well-known declaration — “history has
no meaning”.” I cannot help recalling that much the same criti-
cism, but with far greater force, was levelled by Tolstoy at contem-
porary historians of the French Revolution and of the Napoleonic
Wars (a criticism later to be brilliantly analysed by Isaiah Berlin)
— although Tolstoy was very far from concluding that history had
no meaning.®

I believe that the effect of this wholesale rejection by Popper of
historical generalisation, together with his often convincing ob-
jections to certain generalisations which have in fact encouraged
over-simplified ideas of historical development, has been to ob-
scure the distinction, crucial for an understanding of the histo-
rical method, between the different purposes of different types
of statements made by historians in the course of their work,
and between the different sorts of status which ought to be given
them. Firstly, it cannot be denied that historians do make state-
ments of an explicit or implicit lawlike character. But they are not
all of the same status. Some of them do have a status comparable
lto that of statements in the exact sciences. I have tried to show

o

Ibid., p. 147.
Ibid., pp. 269—270,

8. L. Tolstoy, War and Peace (Epilogue) ; cf. I. Berlin, The Hedgehog
and the Fox, London (1953).

=
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elsewhere that such statements occur at that stage of their work
which has been happily called “the mechanical processes of the
historian”?

To make what follows intelligible, I have to re-state some of my
arguments. The stage I mean is that at which he deals with the
tools of his work —say the establishment of a text, or the al-
location of the manuscript where that text appears to belong to
a “family” of manuscripts. Statements derived from looking at a
text or at a number of manuscripts are likely to be of the same
status as statements derived from looking at the results of a labo-
ratory experiment, because they are verifiable in the same way,
whether by the historian or by the scientist — by further obser-
vations. Their purpose, therefore, is also likely to be similar : the
preparation of reliable material, reliable because verifiable, which
is meant to enable further research to be prosecuted. Such singular
observation statements by the historian may lead to, and sub-
sequent ones may be entailed by universal statements also of a
low-like character. An example might be, “the Kufic script is used
only in manuscripts of the Kur’an”. The purpose of such a state-
ment, as that of many scientific hypotheses, is to act as a guide,
obviously again as a guide for further research. But, like the scien-
tific hypothesis, it is only a provisional guide. The finding of a
non-Kur’anic manuscript in Kufic characters, just as the finding of
a result to a laboratory experiment which contradicted previous
results, would show its unreliability by falsifying it. It is not
necessary to enquire how far this quality of falsifiability as a
test, the concept elaborated, of course, by Popper,” is in fact ac-
cepted by scientists or by philosophers of science. I use it merely
to show that statements of this sort, historical and scientific, are
both verifiable at least in this way, and that thus their status is
similar because they are similarly reliable for a purpose which is
common to them both.

This comparison, however, breaks down with statements of a

9. “History and the Scientific Method”, Bar Ilan Volume in the
Humanities and Social Sciences (Decennial Volume II), Jerusalem
(1969), pp. XIV—XVT; cf. C. Johnson, The Mechanical Processes
of the Historian, “Helps to Students of History” no. 50, London
(1922).

10. See e.g., K. R. Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery, L.ondon
(1960), pp. 40—43; p. 48.
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higher universality. Commonsense tells us that some statements
of this order are falsifiable and that some are not. The statement
“cyanide is deadly to all human beings” is falsifiable, by someone
surviving a dose — however unlikely we may think that it will
be so falsified. The statement “all men are mortal” is not falsifi-
able — no instance of longevity would falsify it. Now, historical
statements of an higher order of universality than that on which
hypotheses drawn from the mechanical processes of the histotian
operate, are either trivial or unfalsifiable. For example, the state-
ment, “armies exist to further by force or the threat of force civil
policies which cannot be furthered by any other means”, is pro-
bably falsifiable by the instance of an army used in another role,
but it is not particularly interesting in itself. On the other hand,
the statement, “there have been no decisive battles in history” is
much more interesting, but quite unfalsifiable. The political, mili-
tary, economic or social consequences of any battle involve a mul-
tiplicity of factors whose evaluation can never be final in the
sense that the result of a specific test can be, if it has the yes-no
type of answer to be expected at the level of the historian’s
“mechanical processes”. It should be noticed that a singular his-
torical statement if not at that level, that is if derived from the
content of the material rather than from its form — is also un-
falsifiable — for example, this statement from Dr. Argov’s book
on Indian nationalists :

“The general state of unrest in the Punjab during Feb-

ruary to June 1907 provided a testing ground for the

ideas of the extremists” .M
This statement could be strengthened or weakened by evidence
additional to that which Dr. Argov, of course, adduces from the
material which he studied. But there is no conceivable evidence
which could produce a test with a yes-no answer.
It is obvious that historical statements of yet higher orders of
universality are, and must be, in this sense wholly untestable. And
it is true that such statements, just as the exampes I have given,
possess a lawlike character in that their form is similar to the
form of high order universal statements in the exact sciences. Be-
cause of this similarity it has certainly been possible to use them

11. D. Argov, Moderates and Extremists in the Indian Natlonalist
Movement, London (1967), p. 127.
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for the construction of an historical philosophy of the sort Popper
has called “historicist”, to construct, that is, a pseudo-science by
using them as the equvalent of scientific laws. And we must admit
that Popper’s exposure of this false analogy has been of very great
service to the study of historiography. But I do not believe that
such statements in themselves are historicist in Popper’s sense,
nor that their use must inevitably imply this historicism.

Once the material for his work has, so far as in him lies, been
prepared and mastered, every historian who seeks to be more
than a passive recorder of events — for example, the compiler of
a year-book — must, somehow or other, try to illuminate what
he has prepared. Essentially, he does so by adopting an attitude
to what he finds in it, by risking an evaluation of its contents.
In other words, the historian has only fulfilled his task after he
has drawn his own conclusicns from what he has read. These
conclusions cannot but be expressed as statements which, in their
form, are similar to scientific statements. But this similarity is
accidental, it is a purely syntactical similarity forced upon him by
the limitations of language. The status of all historical universal
statements — as of singular statements of the type I quoted —
which are not trivial or do not belong to his mechanical processes
is, and must be, quite different from the status of apparently simi-
lar scientific statements. But this is because not only cannot they
be tested in the same way as scientific statements can be, for
example by falsification, but also because they are not meant to
be so tested. For their purpose is quite different. Historical state-
ments of this kind are not meant to constitute historical laws,
however lawlike their appearance. Their purpose is to illuminate
the material by putting forward ideas about the relations and
the implications of the events recorded there, thus helping to-
wards an understanding of these events. I neither wish nor have
I the ability to discuss the philosophic problems inherent in the
concept of “understanding”. I can only express the opinion that
these are general epistemological problems without any special
historiographical application. In other words, I do not think
that problems of ‘“understanding” or, for that matter, of ‘“‘ex-
plaining”, what is read in a text are any different from problems
of “understanding” or of “explaining” any sort of observation
whatsoever, I simply mean here that the statement “there are no
decisive battles in history” occurring in an account of a war, let
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us say, or of several wars, imposes a particular coherence on the
material from which this account was drawn without which, or
without some other coherence, that material would remain in its
raw state and would differ from an historical account, much as
builders’ material differs from a constructed house. Obviously,
the sorts of coherence that can be imposed are not, or should
not be, limitless, A serious historian will be limited by his mater-
ial, just as an architect is by the material at his disposal. Yet,
nevertheless, the coherence the historian imposes is the result
of his own conclusions about the material, it is not in dny way
entailed by it, it is not be found in the material itself.

If the imposing of the historian’s coherence is the purpose of
statements of this type, many of them are likely to contradict
each other. What, then, can be their validity > Must they, as
Popper certainly implies, be either dismissed as meaningless or
combated as historicist ? Or, if these statements cannot be tested
in- the sense that scientific statements can be, should the various
conclusions they express have an equal standing in our eyes ?
Certainly not. I think the standing of an historical statement of
this type can be evaluated by tests which are relevant to it, just
as there are tests relevant to the evaluation of the standing of
a scientific statement.

Firstly, all such historical statements derive, or ought to derive,
as has been suggested, from preliminary research, from the mecha-
nical processes of the historian whose statements, at that level,
are, in principal, scientifically verifiable, e.g., falsifiable, by any-
one who cares to repeat the procedure. Secondly, the fact that
the preliminary research limits the conclusions — even if not so
definitely as in the example of the architect with his materials —
makes it possible, again by repeating the procedure ,to test if, at
least, there is no glaring disharmony between the first level of the
historian’s work and the second. Thirdly and more importantly,
because more accessible and more realisable in practice, are the
tests that can be made of the inner consistency of non- -falsifiable
historical statements and of their relation to others on the same
topic. Precisely because historians’ conclusions differ, there is the
possibility of evaluating them by comparing them. It is this pro-
cedure, merely a matter of commonsense when all is said and
done, which can finally make the statements tested both under-
standable and credible to a greater or lesser degree. It would

[21]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

be wrong to call this procedure “subjective” in some condemnat-
ory sense. This is the procedure we apply in our daily life, where
it usually works perfectly well. The statements that we get from
others then need not be ignored because they are not falsifiable.
We will normally react to them according to the degree of under-
standing and belief we are prepared to give them. And our de-
cision on this point, whatever may be the epistemological problems
involved, will depend on our estimate of the inner consistency of
such statements, together with how they seem to match our know-
ledge of similar statements. I do not think there is anything more
to it than that. It may be objected that this third procedure for
testing unfalsifiable historical statements demands professional
training as well as commonsense, just as much as do the other
two. That is true enough, and the matter may be put thus : the
degree of understanding and of belief that the student of history
is prepared to give to the statements of historians, is a parallel
to the degree of understanding and of belief that the ordinary
man is prepared to give to statements about his daily life. In both
instances, the value of such statements need have nothing to do
with their falsifiability, or with their testability by some other

method acceptable in the exact sciences.

Just as such judgments by the historian can have value without
any taint of historicism, so can his generalisations be free from
the dangers which Popper thinks lurk in them. The purpose
of a historian’s generalisations is the same as that of his high-
order statements — to illuminate the material. If a series of events,
or if a number of institutions, appear to have characteristics in
common, it helps to an understanding of them if he generalises
from these characteristics to decide upon a common label which
will fit the whole group. This procedure is helpful since, for ex-
ample, it is one (of course among many others) by which it is
possible to judge the historical role of other events, or of other
institutions, according to whether they can be included under that
label or no. Now, once again, this procedure may appear some-
what similar to a procedure in the exact sciences. There, the
allocation of elements to various classes with suitably descriptive
names also helps in the identification of other elements. It is
this apparent similarity which, as Popper rightly points out, has
encouraged the historicist to claim scientific status for the his-
torian’s generalisations — to manipulate such resulting labels as
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“the bourgeoisie” or “the German race” as though they had
been given to groups whose members were really comparable to
the members of a class of botanical specimens. And, once again,
as with historical statements above the first level, it is obvious
enough that this claim is invalid. Historical generalisations do not,
and are not meant to correspond to the systems of classification
used by the exact sciences. For example, where a particular system
of this kind already exists, it is not necessary to give a seperate
description of a member of a class in order to justify the assertion
that there is such a class and that they do, in fact, belong to it,
because the system itself has been constructed on the presumably
testable hypothesis that they are identical or nearly identical,
that is a hypothesis which proceeded from the finding and sepa-
rately describing a large number of them. On the other hand, it
may well be true that it is impossible to justify the assertion
that there are specific groups of events to which general descript-
ions are applicable — say, the label “Indian nationalist move-
ment” to certain events in northern India during the late nine-
teenth century — because the life and activities of all the particip-
ants, if they could be described, would produce so many vari-
ations as to make any generalisation from them capable of justify-
ing a common label extremely problematic.

However, the choice again does not lie between clinging to the
historicist belief in the scientific status of historical generalisa-
tions, with all the consequences feared by Popper, and the refusal
to grant these generalisations any validity at all. For these genera-
lisations and the inclusive descriptions they produce are meant,
just as historical high-order statements, to be a guide to the
material, And their validity can be tested by precisely those same
means which have already been suggested : by their relation to
the material, by their inner consistency, by comparison with des-
criptions of the same groups given by other historians. For the
validity of these generalisations does not depend on the testable
hypothesis that they are derived from groups of identical or near-
Iy identical members, but on the commonsense of professionally
trained persons, on the opinion of such persons whether these
generalisations derive from groups with members of sufficiently
similar characterisitics.

Yet be the inner consistency of historical generalisations, be their
ability to pass the tests of commonsense what it may, are they
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not, nevertheless, fundamentally misleading, indeed potentially
more misleading than historical statements ? After all, the latter,
whether claimed to have the status of laws or no clearly belong
to historiography and not to history. They are explicitly the
historian’s opinions about the past. They are his concepts which
he imposes, as it were, on the res gestae, imposes, as I think,
with potentially fruitful rather than with necessarily meaningless
or misleading results, but without hiding the fact that they them-
selves are not historical events. Historical generalisations with
their inclusive labels on the other hand, claim something more.
They are not only supposed to be guides to the material but also
genuine descriptions, or summaries, of what actually took place.
The label “the Indian nationalist movement” is not only supposed
to serve as a historical concept (though it is supposed to do that
too) but also as a label for what actually was happening in a
particular place at a particular time. Now it is precisely this claim
which, according to Popper, is so misleading. Such labels have
nothing to do with what really happened. Even if they do not
claim the status of scientific classifications, they are still only
the product of the historian’s imagination — no matter if it be
an informed imagination backed by professional training — and
have no more substance in history than have his historical laws.
It is true that some historical generalisations which actually have
been made do fall within this category. For example, generalisa-
tions about events that took place in Western Europe between
the break-up of the Roman Empire and the rise of independent
nation states gave that period the label of “The Middle Ages”.
This is purely a historian’s label which nowadays, as a matter
of fact, is fast losing its historiographical utility. In any case, so
far as I know, no one then thought that the age he was living in
could be so described. An example of an historian’s label for a
group of institutions might be the complex of secular and religious
authorities, of hierarchies of officials, civil and military, with .the
sultan at their head, which administered the Ottoman Empire
in the region of Soleiman the Magnificent, a complex which has
been given the label “the ruling institution”. Its historiographical
utility lies in that it concisely expresses what the essential role of
all these elements was, but it probably does not reflect any his-
tory, since it is doubtful if anyone living at the time thought of
himself as ruled otherwise than by the sultan in person, if not
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by his local landlord.

But historical generalisations do not inevitably have to be only
historiographical conveniences. Their use may equally well be
found in the period itself to which they refer. Thus the label
“the Indian nationalist movement” was not the invention of
subsequent historians, but was the label consciously and con-
stantly applied by those very individuals whose activities resulted
in, for example, the foundmg of the Indian National Congress.
The extent to which it is possible for us to agree that this label
was accurate, that it did not obscure, say, the fact that the move-
ment called “nationalist” was only confined to the Bengali in-
telligentsia, perhaps only to a small section of it, is quite a dif-
ferent question. Answers to it will entail the formulation of his-
torical statements with their own methodological implications.
These answers having nothing to do with the question whether
this label reflects a historical reality, in this instance the aspir-
ations of those who, rightly or wrongly, thought of themselves
as Indian nationalists. Similarly, the period 533—555 C.E. has
sometimes been given the label “renovatio imperii”, because dur-
ing it most of the activities of the Eastern Roman or Byzantine
régime were concentrated on restoring the empire by reconquering
its western provinces from the Goths and Vandals. This label
is useful historiographically because it emphasises an important
aspect of the emperor Justinian’s policies, but it is also the label
which Justinian himself, or his contemporaries, applied, rightly or
wrongly, to what was happening. In short, I think it is simply
preverse to insist that internal coherence or chronological con-
tinuity are concepts which are always produced at some later date,
from outside as it were, and can never reflect the historical reality
of their being current at the time.

Of course, I am aware of another difficulty, although I admit
that I am unable to analyse it in the way that a professional phi-
losopher might. The difficulty is this : Whether a generalisation
with its resulting label was made at the time by those involved
in a group of events, by their contemporaries, or by subsequent
historians, it is something other than the events themselves, it
is an abstraction from them and cannot constitute anything but
an idea of them conditioned by the character and the impressions
of the participants or of the historian. Whether it be Surendra
nath Bannerji in 1879 or Dr. Argov in 1967 who speaks of an
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Indian nationalist movement, the difficulty still remains that
this label for the events given by either of them could only be
justified (or rejected) either historically or historiographically,
at least after the lives and activities of every single one of the
participants in that supposed movement have been recorded. Once
more, my answer must be that this difficulty is not peculiar to
historiography. It is the difficulty inherent in all generalisations
whatsoever, with the exception of those which lead to scientific
systems of classification, where the recording of the characteristics
of every member of a class is unnecessary because they are all,
ex hypothesi, identical or nearly identical. And the problem of the
relation of any impression of a group, however accurately its
members have been described, to the group itself is, once more,
a general epistemological and not a specific historiographical pro-
blem. We are not troubled by this in our daily lives ; we con-
stantly make generalisations which cannot be translated into
verifiable classificatory ssytem. We are, however, usually perfect-
ly well aware to what extent, if any, are our generalisations just-
ifiable, because we are usually perfectly well aware of the relation
of what we say on some subject to what others say or have said
on it, and to our own experience. Once again, I do not think that
there is a better test for the validity of instances from this his-
toriographical procedure than the test of commonsense backed by
professional training.

If, however, the difficulty of historiographical generalisation is
deemed insuperable and it is decided to abandon them, then it
hardly needs discussion to show that history cannot be written
at all. If the abandonment of high-order historical statements
leaves only the compilers of year-books in the historiographical
field, then the abandonment of historical generalisations must put
an end to their work also. For, at the least, their material requires
titles for its sections or its chapters, titles which cannot help
being descriptive labels implying directly or indirectly such gene-
ralisations. Of course, this prospect for members of the profession
is in itself no argument for making light of the difficulties of his-
torical generalisation. Popper, in fact, asserts that if the mis-
leading impression of cohesion they give is abandoned, history,
at least as we have hitherto understood it, cannot or, perhaps,
ought not to be written. I think- this is a council of despair, more-
over of unwarranted despair even on Popper’s own showing.
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_For he himself is willing to make a generalisation about the his-
tory of “power politics” (itself a generalising label) where he
does see cohesion and continuity — the continuity of ‘‘inter-
national crime and mass murder”. But, if even one example of
historical cohesion is permitted to exist by its fiercest opponent,
then, surely, other students of history should be permitted to look
for more of them, even perhaps for less gloomy ones.
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THE EIGHTH DAY OF THE WEEK

Units in which the passage of time has been measured were once said
to be classified into three categories. There were those derived from the
observation of natural phenomena: the day, the month and the year. There
were those which were a matter of custom or convenience: the division of
the day into hours or the night into watches. The week was in a third cat-
egory: a unit of time determined by authority. In the Judaeo-Christian tradi-
tion it was, of course, the authority of the week of creation'. But the bibli-
cal week had a rival: the seven-day unit of astrology. Among the beliefs of
how the seven planets, the sun, the moon and the five planets of the Pto-
lemaic universe, affected human affairs was that each of them, in turn,
exercised a predominant influence during twenty-four hours, that each of
them became the “lord” of a successive day. How this sequence of lordships
was actually determined differed according to different astrological systems.
The system which lasted produced the sequence Sun, Moon, Mars, Mercury,
Jupiter, Venus, Saturn, a sequence partially reflected by the names for some
of the days of the week in a number of European languages®. This seven-

1. E.g. Bedac Venerabilis De Temporis Ratione ch.5, ed. C.W.JONES, Bedae Opera de
Temporibus (Cambridge, Mass., 1943), p. 189; cf. N.M.P. NiLssoN, Primitive Time Reckoning,
Skrifter Utgivna av Humanistiska Vetenskapssam fundet i Lund, 1 (1920). 1-3, 333-336; E.
BICKERMAN, Chronology of the Ancient World (London, 1965), p. 58.

2. See V. GRUMEL, La Chronologie (Traité d’études byzantines 1) (Paris, 1958), pp. 165-
166; E.H. CoLsoN, The Week (Cambridge, 1926), pp. 117-118; cf. Hindi rdvi - sun, war - day:
Sunday, etc., see S.I. SELESHNIKOvV, The History of the Calendar (Moscow, 1962), p. 54 (in
Russian).
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day sequence, which might be thought of as “customary” once it had come
into use by astrologers and their followers-or on its establishment as the
“planetary week”, its usual designation, might equally well be said to have
come about “by authority”: the quasi-religious authority astrology had
come to enjoy about the time when the planetary week had become part of
its teaching, that is towards the beginning of the second century of our era’.
And the planetary week could also be classified as “natural”: the sequence
of lordships, whatever the system, was linked in one way or another to their
distances from the earth of the sun, the moon and the five planets distances
which, in principle, had originally been calculated from observations. Simi-
larly, the influences said to be exercised by them, as the predictions made
from them, were determined by calculations of their positions in the heavens
— again, in principle, originally from observations. The planetary week
could be thought of as belonging to all three categories of time unit”.
Christianity adopted the Jewish week with its six days denoted by
numbers and the sabbath its seventh. From the second century, Sunday
began to be called the “Lord’s Day”, that is the day of Christ’s resurrec-
tion, probably after the single instance of this name in the New Testament’.
It was on Sundays. that the central act of Christian worship, the eucharist,
came to be celebrated and it was then, too, that the faithful would normally
assemble for the agape, their weekly “love-feast™®. However, when the
planetary week was becoming a permanent element of astrology, its days
with their lordships were also becoming a tenacious popular usage though
they might not appear in official calendars’. And so, while the church
attacked all astrological beliefs and practices with but little success, it found
the planetary day particularly hard to eradicate. Perhaps, in addition to the
pervasive influence of astrology in general, it was the importance attached
to the planetary week by Mithraism, then widespread through the Roman
world, which helped planetary days to flourish during the decline of pagan-

3. See Dionis Cassii Historia Romana XXXVIL18, ed. J. MELBER, vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1890),
p. 419, cf. CoLsoN, The Week, pp. 25-38.

4. See e.g. BEDE, ch. 6 (JONES, pp. 190-191); cf. J.C. HARE, ‘On the Names of the Days of
the Week’, Philological Museum, 1(1832), 5-6. :

5. Revelations 1.10; on the ‘Lord’s Day’, Kvpwk, dies dominica, see J. GOUDEVER, Bibli-
cal Calendars (London, 1959), p. 165; H. LECLERCQ, ‘Jours de la Semaine’, Dictionnaire d’ar-
chéologie chrétienne et de liturgie v. 7, pt. 2 (Paris, 1927), cols. 2741-2742.

6. Doctrina Apostolorum 1X, X, ed. & trans. J. LIGHTFoOT, The Apostolic Fathers (Lon-
don, 1891), text, p. 221, trans., p. 232; cof. H. LEIZMANN, Messe und Herrenmahi (Bonn, 1926),
p. 231

7. See F.K. GINZEL, Handbuch der mathematischen und technischen Chronologie, vol. 8
(Leipzig, 1914), p. 97; HARE, *On the names’, p. 50; BICKERMAN, Chronology, p. 61.
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ism®. Perhaps it was because these days remained a reminder of what was
being, at times, only reluctantly abandoned. In 321, the Emperor Constan-
tine decreed the first day of the Christian week to be a day of rest in the
cities, when most official business was not to be transacted and workshops
were to close. It seems that, first and foremost, his intention was not to
honour the Lord’s Day but the day of the sun — both its planetary lord
and the god sol invictus, in the past his special deity which he may not have
wholly forsaken when he became the head of the new religion. Indeed, his
reign was even spoken of as a “sun emperorship”, for it was then that the
cult reached its apogee’. And this decree of his, whatever its motive, still
found a place more than two hundred years later in the legislation of Justi-
nian'. At any rate, the days of the Christian week continued, not infre-
quently, to be called by their planetary names, apart from their use in
astrology, sometimes together with their numerical designation and their
Christian names, in spite of all the ecclesiastical disapproval, even by
fathers of the church. Justin Martyr spoke of the crucifixion as having
taken place “on the day before that of Saturn”, presumably at least to
avoid mentioning Venus with her unfortunate reputation, and of the resur-
rection as having taken place ‘““on the day after, that is on the day of the
sun”'', It is true that his words were intended for a pagan audience, but
then he might have been expected for that very reason to have added the
Christian equivalent. But there are examples of such usage in a wholly
Christian context. Christian tombs might be inscribed with the day of
death or of burial, in its planetary form. Thus, the day of death appeared
“the day of Venus” on a Christian Roman tomb of the third century'.
In Egypt, where Chnstlanlty was once said to have been received with par-
ticular enthusiasm®, there were several such inscriptions of about that

8. See F. CuMonT, ‘La fin du monde antique selon les mages occidentaux’, RHR,
103(1931), 54-55; Idem, Textes et monuments figurés relatifs aux mystéres de Mithra, vol. 1
(Brussels, 1899), pp. 118-119.

9. See Eusebii De Vita Imperatoris Constantini 1V.18,3 (PG 20, col. 1165C); cf. A.
ALFOELDI, The Conversion of Constantine and Pagan Rome (Oxford, 1948), pp. 48-49 and p.
48, 0. 4; G.H. HALSBERGHE, The Cult of Sol Invictus (Leiden, 1972), p. 167 and n. 2 (Etudes
préliminaires aux religions orientales dzns ’empire romain 23).

10. Codex Justinianus I11.12, 2, ed. P. KRUEGER Corpus luris Civilis, vol. 2 (Berlin, 1954),
p. 248.

L1 «tfj mpd tfig kpovikficy - «Eotiv Ahiov Apépan, S. Justini Martyris et Phijlosopiti Apo-
logia pro Christianis 1.67 (PG 6 col. 432A); cf. HARE, ‘On the names’ , Pp. 29-30.

12. Inscriptiones Christianae Urbis Romae vol.1, ed. I.B. DE Rossl (Rome, 1861), pp. 18-
19, cf. H. WEBSTER, Rest Days (New York, 1916), p. 200, n. 2.

13. See G. LEFEBVRE, Recueil des inscriptions grecques-chrétiennes d’Egypte (Paris, 1907),
Introduction, p. XXIIL.
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period. A certain priest was recorded as having died “on the day of
Aphrodite”**. A “faithful Christian” died on “the day of Saturn at Easter”
and was buried on “the day of the sun”". So little was this style thought
anomalous, that an inscription recorded “the blessed servant of God,
David” as having been buried on “the day of Hermes of our Lord Jesus
Christ”"®.

- These anomalies certainly found parallels in the slow adoption of other
Christian customs. No explicitly Christian marriage rite, for example, seems
to have existed before that in an Armenian service book of the ninth cen-
tury'’. But the non-astrological use of planetary days was more persistent.
While in the Christian east, except for solitary instances'®, it probably began
to die out after the sixth century, when to call the Lord’s Day the day of
the sun was still “the custom of the ignorant”'®, in the west it continued to
be current well into the fifteenth, with traces of it remaining until modern
times. In 1834, when the Armenian scholar J.B. Aucher edited and transla-
ted into Latin John of Odzun’s Offices of the Church, he rendered the
Armenian for “however, on Friday” by die autem veneris®’. Here was pre-
sumably a residual western usage. Aucher was one of the Mekhitarists, a
group of exiled Armenian scholars for many years settled in Venice. But
among the Armenians themselves planetary days had never become popular
in the way ‘they had, at one time or another, over most of the Christian
world. During the reign of Artasés or Artaxias IT (30-20 BC), that is before
planetary days had become established, the sabbatical week had already
been introduced into Armenia®'. However this had come about, the Armen-

14. Ibid., p. 73, no. 381; cf. LECLERCQ, ‘Jours’, col. 2738.

15. LECLERCQ, ibid.

16. LECLERCQ, ibid.; G. LEFEBVRE, ‘Egypte chrétienne’, Annales du service des antiquités
de I'Egypte, 9(1908), 176-177, no. 812.

17. See F.C. CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum Oxford, 1905), p. ix, p. xvi, p. 108; cf. L.
ANNE, Les rites des fiangailles et Ia donation pour cause de mariage sous le Bas-Empire (Lou-
vain, 1941), pp. 137, 142, 154 and note 1, 156 (Universitas Catholica Lovaniensis: Dissertationes
ad gradum magistri in Facultate Theologica vel in Facultate Juris Canonici consequendum
conscriptae, series 2, tomus 33), I am indebted to Professor Katzoff of the Classics Depart-
ment, Bar-Ilan University, for this reference.

18. See e.g. in the fifteenth century Byzantine chronicle of CHALcocoNDYLEs (D) I, p. 113,
II, p. 159 = (B), pp. 121, 394); cf. M.V. ANASTOS, ‘Pletho’s Calendar and Liturgy’, DOP,
4(1948), 222 and n. 195.

19. S. Gregorii Episcopi Turonensis Historia Francorum .15 (PL 71, col. 254B; cf.
WEBSTER, Rest Days, p. 221, n. 2. '

20. JoHN OF ODZUN (Catholicus of Armenia 712-728), Yatagz Kargac* Yekefec'egy, ed. &
trans. J.B. AUCHER, Joannis Philosophi De Officiis Ecclesiae, Domini Joannis Philosophi
Ozniensis Catholici Opera (Venice, 1834), p. 196 (text), p. 197 (trans.)

21. See Movses XORENAC'I, Patmut® iwn Hayoc*I1.19, trans. V. LANGLOIS, Molse de Kho-
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ian week, both before and after the coming of Christianity, exhibited Jew-
ish, rather than pagan associations more clearly than it did elsewhere. Thus,
in other communities, Friday, in addition to its designation as the sixth day
or the day of Venus, could also be called “‘the day of preparation”, i.e. for
the sabbath, after this usage in the New Testament’’. In pre-Christian
Armenia it was already urbat and has remained urbat ever since®, a word
derived from the Arabic ‘arubah, the pre-Islamic word for Friday, while the
derivation of the latter from the Hebrew ‘erev, evening, i.e. eve of the sab-
bath, is highly probable**. According to the usually reliable al-Biruni, the
sabbatical week was long known in pre-Islamic Arabia “where the people
had heard of the Torah and the creation of the world from the Syrians”zs.
Then, in Hebrew, shabbat, the sabbath, could mean not only the seventh
day of the week but also the whole of it as an alternative to the more com-
mon shavu‘a from shev‘a, seven. ‘Seven full sabbaths might mean seven full
weeks — the period between Passover and Pentecost, “Hag-hashavu‘ot the
Feast of Weeks”?®*. The legendary river Sambation was said to move the
stones of its bed every day of shabbat —every weekday— but on shabbat
—the sabbath— it rested”’. In the New Testament, not unexpectedly, there
are instances of this usage, too. Sabbaton could mean either the sabbath or,
when preceeded by a number, a weekday’® — while the Paschal Chronicle
added yet another meaning: the name sabbath could be applied to any day
of rest®. Later, these additional meanings became less and less common,
though instances of them continued to occur in Byzantine sources when re-
ferring to events in the gospels or, of course, when quoting from them®.

réne, Histoire de ’Arménie, Collection des historiens anciens et modernes de I’Arménie, vol. 2
(Paris, 1869), p. 110.

22. «f| napackevn» e.g. Mark '15.42; cf. GRUMEL, Chronologie, p. 165.

23. See F. MACLER, ‘Calendar (Armenian)’, ERE, vol.3 (1910), p. 70.

24. See W. HARTNER, ‘Ta’rikh’, Shorter Encyclopedia of Islam (London, 1961), p. 578.

25. AL-BIKUNI, al-Athar al-Bakiya trans. C.E. SACHAU, Chronology of Ancient Nations
(London, 1879), pp. 53, 75-76.

26. Leviticus 23.16

27. Midrash Bereshit Rabba XI; cf. M. SELIGSOHN, *“Sambation’’. Jewish Encyclopedia,
vol. 10 (New York - London, 1925), pp. 682-683.

28. E.g. «wnotebn dig rob capBdrovn - “I fast twice a week™ (Luke 18.12), but also, «2yé-
veto 8¢ &v cafParey» - “and it came to pass on the sabbath” (Luke 6.1), and the two meanings
together, «byi 8¢ cappdrav tfj émewckovon &ig piav caffdtwvs - ““at the end of the sabbath
as it began to dawn towards the first day of the week’ (Matth. 28.1); the singular or plural of
coapparov was indifferently used in either meaning.

29. Chronicon Pascale, PG 92, col. 516B.

30. E.g. «¢” cappdrovn - “the sixth (day) of sabbath” referring to the crucifixion, Georgiii
Syncelli Chronographia, ed. G. DINDORF (CSHB, 1829), vol. 2, p. 607; Michaelis Pselli Poema
XVII, ed. G. REDL, ‘La chronologie appliquée de Michel- Psellos’, B, 5 (1929-1930), 243; cf. the
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Armenian days of the week continued to be expressed by the two original
meanings of sabbath, with their respective numbers transliterated from the
Greek and the word for sabbath transliterated from the Hebrew. Sunday,
the Lord’s Day, kept its aiternative of “the first day of the week” far longer
than it did elsewhere —at least until the middle of the last century’'.

- The days of the week, then, constituted a recognised seven-day unit
whether those days bore their various Christian or their astrological desig-
nations. The persistence of the astrological designations for the days of the
week continued to disturb the church, even though their use had become a
tenaciously kept custom due to the authority acquired by astrology. How-
ever, the status of the sabbath in the seven-day unit was hardly less disturb-
ing. When the shavu‘a of the Jews became the hebdomas or septimana of
the Christians, it could not but continue to end and thus, in a sense, reach
its culminating point with the sabbath, its seventh day. It was a place in the
Christian week to which the right of the sabbath could not easily be denied,
seeing that the biblical account of the creation was part of Christian doc-
trine. In fact, it was on this ground that the continuous usage of “sabbath”
for “week” by Christians was sometimes defended: here was no simple con-
tinuation of Jewish usage but an acknowledgement of the holiness and
excellence of the sabbath through its place in the creation of the world, that
made of the sabbath the day by which all the other days ought to be
counted®’. On the other hand, while the numerical alternative for Sunday
did not continue to be generally used as long as it did by Armenians, it did
continue for some considerable time after Sunday had begun to be called
the Lord’s Day in honour of its special place and meaning for Christians*>.
It was because of this that there developed attempts to bring out unequivo-
cally Sunday’s unchallengeable pre-eminence. Since a numerical alternative
did continue to be used side by side with Sunday’s proper name, this aiter-
native had to be somehow re-interpreted: the Lord’s Day could not also
remain merely the first day of the Christian week as the day after the sab-
bath had been of the Jewish. It is true that, in practice, Sunday had
acquired such a pre-eminence over the sabbath from the very beginning
because of the sacraments —baptism perhaps as well as the eucharist — the

comment by St. Theophilus of Antioch, *what was called ‘sabbath’ by the Jews was rendered
‘week’ in Greek”, S. Theophili Episcopi Antiochi ad Autolycum II (PG 6, col. 1069C); cf. also
Persian yek-shanbe, “the first of Saturday” etc., ie. “of the week”; see V.V. TSYBULSKI,
Calendars of Middle East Countries (Moscow, 1979), p. 152.

31. Le. Kirake from Kvpiuaktj or Mjashabats; see E. DULAURIER, Recherches sur la chro-
nologie arménienne (Paris, 1859), p. 15.

32. BEDE, ch. 8, p. 196

33. Ibid., pp. 196-197; cf. GRUMEL, Chronologie, p. 166.
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sacraments which gave Christians their hope of eternal life**. And an impli-
cit pre-eminence of Sunday over Saturday perhaps began to be shown when
the custom came to be introduced of Sunday services before Saturday had
ended. While both in the Byzantine and the Armenian churches the ecclesi-
astical twenty-four hours were normally reckoned, as the civil day was,
from midnight to midnight®, Sunday services began on Saturday at sunset.
According to Byzantine commentators, this was because Christ had risen
before Sunday had actually come®. John of Odzun, for his part, also
stressed how necessary it was to introduce these services already on the Sat-
urday, quite distinct from the mandatory midnight vigil®’. Yet neither the
place of Sunday in practice, nor the custom of its beginning on Saturday,
sufficed to ensure the desired pre-eminence. The custom of beginning serv-
ices on the previous day obtained on the eve of great festivals, as on the eve
of other occasions considered suitable. For that matter, Sunday itself, in
some orders of service, was cut short before it grew dark for the eve of
Monday prayers to be said’. The pre-eminence of Sunday needed to be
formalised. In one Christian community Sunday’s pre-eminence had been
formalised from the beginning by, nevertheless, demoting the sabbath.

~ Among Christian Slavs, names for the days of the week, like the desig-
nations used by the Armenians, had never owed anything to astrology. But
Slavic names also did not follow the Greek or the Roman systems used by
Christians elsewhere. The Slavic name for Sunday was nedela which meant
the day for doing nothing®: Sunday had explicitly become the new sabbath.
However, at the same time, nedela also meant “week”, as *“‘sabbath” did in
New Testament —and in Jewish— usage*’. Thus, ponedel-, the name for

34. See W. RORDORF, Sunday: The History of the Day of Rest and Worslup in the Chris-
tian Church (London, 1968), p. 243.

35. See Theodori Balsamonis, Zonarae. Aristeni commentaria in canones Sanctorumn
Patrum qui in Trullo imperialis palatii Constantinopoli convenerunt, PG 137, col. 820B; Justi-
niani Digestorum seu Pandectorum Iiber 11.12, 8 (Corpus luris Civilis, vol. 1, pp. 44-45); Basil-
fca VII, 17, 8, ed. H.J. SCHELTEMA & N. VAN DER WAHL, Basilicorum Libri LX, series A, vol.
1 (Gravenhage, 1955), p. 389; cf. ANasTOs, ‘Pletho’, p. 236.

36. THEODORE BALSAMON, col. 824A; cf. M.S. FLIER, ‘Sunday in Medieval Russian Cul-
ture’, Medieval Russian Culture (CalifSISt. 12, Berkeley-Los Angeles-London, 1984), p. 140.

37. Yovhannu Imastasiri Ojnec'woy Atenabanut'iwn X, ed. & trans. J.B. AUCHER, Oratio
Synodalis, Opera, (Venice, 1834) text p. 42, trans. p. 43; cf. G. WINKLER, ‘The Armenian
Night Office (Part II)’, REArm, n.s., 17(1983), 494-495 and n. 124.

38. See J. Goar, Euchologion sive Rituale Graecorum, 2nd edition (Venice, 1730), p. 24;
cf. LECLERCQ, “Jours”, col. 2744.

39. Cf. e.g. Russian ne delat* - not to do, i.e. to do nothing; see FLIER, **Sunday”, p. 110;
P. SKOK, ‘La semaine slave’, RES, 15(1925), 16; the derivation of Hebrew shabbat from shavat
to sit, to rest, is a reasonabie analogy; cf. A. VAILLANT, Le livre des secrets d’Hénoch (Paris,
1952), pp. xx, p. 102, n. 18 (Textes publiées par I'Institut des Etudes Slaves 4).

40. See FLIER, ‘Sunday’, pp. 111-112.
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Monday when completed by the suffix appropriate to a particular Slavic
language, meant that Monday began the week*'. The starting point tradi-
tional for both Christians and Jews of their septenary unit was shifted. Pre-
sumably influenced by this alternative system, a pilgrim to Jerusalem in the
year 384 spoke of a Sunday service taking place “on the seventh day, that is
on the Lord’s Day”*. Later, Russian orthodoxy explained why precisely
this sequence was the right one for Christians: Saturday could not be the
culmination of the week, its holy day. That grace had passed to Sunday —
the day *“‘crowned the Empress of Days” — because it forever commemora-
ted Easter Sunday, the day of Christ’s resurrection®. It was thus that, event-
ually, Sunday in Russian came to be called by a name almost identical to
the word for resurrection Voskresen‘ye - voskreseniye. Usually, however,
the desired unchallengeable pre-eminence for Sunday was, at the time of
that pilgrim, supposed to have been obtained not by altering the traditional
septenary sequence but by showing that Sunday’s correct place in it was
both at the beginning and at the end: that Sunday, the Lord’s Day, was at
once both the first and the eighth day of the Christian week — no less its
true culmination than its accepted calendrical beginning*’.

The arguments for this solution were wont to ;ely upon alleged refer-
ences to such an eighth day in the Old Testament. The family of Noah, for
example, which was saved from the Flood, numbered eight and this, accord-
ing to Justin Martyr, was meant for a sign: when the resurrected Christ
appeared and became the head of a new race of men saved by his power
from the old it would be on the eighth day*. Then, the day of circumcision
was the eighth after the birth of a male child, a ceremony which prefigured

“the rising from the dead of our Lord Jesus Christ, which was
on the first day of the week. But, while that day remains the
first according to the count of all the days in the cycle, it is
thus also the eighth”*.

When this latter argument was repeated, it was often derived from an inter-
pretation of the title (in the original the first verse) of the sixth psalm, “To

41. See CoLsoN, The Week, p. 117; cf. SKOK, ‘La semaine’ p. 17.

42. “Septima autem die id est dominica die”; Itinerarium ch. 24, 8, ed. & trans. P. MARA-
vaL, Egérie, Journal de Voyage (Itinéraire) (Paris, 1982), text, p. 242, trans. p. 243; cf. pp.
15-39. '

43. See FLIER, ‘Sunday’, p. 105 and n. 2.

44, See P. CARRINGTON, The Primitive Christian Calendar (Cambridge, 1952), p. 25.

45. S. Justini Philosophi et Martyris Dialogus cum Tryphone Judaeo ch. 41, PG 6, cols.
564D-565A; cf. RORDORF, Sunday, p. 278.

46. Ibid., ch.138 (col. 795B); cf. RORDORF, Sunday, p. 279.
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the Chief Musician, for stringed instruments, on the octochord. A Psalm of
David”. The octochord, a musical instrument with a range of eight chords,
was said to stand for the eighth day, the day of circumcision. David’s inten-
tion had been to foreshadow a kind of second circumcision, the Christian
circumcision of the spirit brought about by the resurrection which also took
place on the eighth day”. It was the day of circumcision for the newly born
in Christ*®*. But these arguments for Sunday as an eighth day were not
intended to turn the sabbath into merely an ordinary day of the Christian
week. This eighth day added to the sabbath in order to perfect it. An inter-
pretation of the octochord explained that “the eighth day, the day of cir-
cumcision, supplemented the sabbath since the creature needs not only the
world but something more than the world”®. According to the so-called
Epistle of Barnabas an eighth day had to be added because

“It is not your present sabbaths which are acceptable to me
(i.e. the Lord), but the Sabbath which I have made in which,
when I have set all things at rest (i.e. on the seventh day), I
will make the beginning of the eighth day, which is the begin-
ning of another world. Therefore also keep the eighth day for
rejoicing since on that day Jesus rose from the dead and
ascended into heaven””.

The day of rest and the Lord’s Day formed one connected whole: the sab-
bath did not end with its going out, its end, said St Augustine, was

“the eighth day, sacred to the resurrection of Christ, prefigur-
ing eternal rest not only for the soul but also for the body™*'.

It may be that this continuity can be seen in the custom of beginning Sun-
day services before Saturday, reckoned in ecclesiastical hours, had ended —
the bringing to completion of the old sabbath by the new. Ideas of an

eighth day survived for centuries. They were used by Christian apologists,

47. See ¢.g. Asterii Amaseni Homila XX in Psalmum VI (PG 40, cols. 448B-449B).

48. Didymi Alexandrini Expositio in Psalmos, V1 (PG 39, col. 1176A).

49. Eusebii Pamphyli Cacsariensis Commentarium in Psalmos, VI (PG 27, col. 120A).

50. Barnabae Epistolz XV. 89, ed. & trans. F.X. FuNKk, Opera Patrum Apostolorum,
(Tubingen, 1881), text, p. 48, Latin trans. p. 49; trans. LIGHTFoOT, Apostolic Fathers, p. 284;
cf. an accusation against certain heretics of fasting on “the blessed day, the first and the
eighth” in S Joannis Damasceni De Sacris Jejuaiis, PG 95, col. 76C; cf. RORDOREF, Sunday, pp-
93-94, p. 282.

51. S Augustini Aurelii De Civitate Dei XXI1.30, ed. B. DoMBART, vol. 2 (Leipzig, 1918),
pp. 634-635.
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mostly of the evangelical kind, in quite recent times: the seven days of cre-
ation stood for *“the education of man”; the eighth stood for his redemp-
tion, the new sabbath which would usher in his eternal rest*%.

That an eighth day ended a particular period and, at the same time,
began a new one was not confined to Christian exegesis. Philo of Alexan-
dria explained why certain Jewish ceremonies, apart from that of circumci-
sion, were celebrated om an eighth day. A series of seven, to be complete,
had to be “crowned” or “sealed”” by an eighth unit for the next series to
‘begin. Eight was the first number of which there was a natural cube root: it
marked the passing from the “insubstantial” to the “solid” — the end of
one and the beginning of another conceptual stage, an argument which
brings to mind the talmudic saying that the creation of the world had been
such a “crowning”. Seven entities had been previously created indispensable
for the orderly life of man in it: the Law, Repentance, the Garden of Eden,
Hell, the Throne of Glory, the Temple and the Name of the Messiah —
“insubstantial concepts’ before the creation of the world, “solids™ or solid
enough concepts in Jewish thinking, after it’*. In any event, it had to be an
eighth day which marked the end of a certain period and the beginning of
the next. Thus, the festival of Shav‘uot was celebrated after seven times
seven days had been counted. This was because it marked the end of the
period which had begun with the festival of Passover and the beginning of
that which would end with Rosh-hashana, the Jewish New Year. For the
same reason, the eighth day of Succot, the Feast of Tabernacles, was cele-
brated as “The Eighth Day of Solemn Assembly” (Shemini Atseret): it both
marked the end of the liturgical period the New Year had begun and
heralded the next period in the calendar’. Thus, for example, on that day
was started afresh the cycle of readings from the Pentateuch.

During the first four centuries of the Christian era, there existed a curi-
ous parallel to these Christian and Jewish ideas of the last day in an eight-
day period being at the same time the first day of the next. This was the
nundinum, from novem, the eight-day cycle of Roman markets, so called
because of the Roman system of inclusive counting®. Although there does

52. See e.g. E.O. JAMES, God’s Eight Days of Creation (London, 1909), pp. 75-97.

53. Philonis Alexandrini De Specialibus Legibus 11. 212, ed. L. CoRN, Philonis Alexandri-
ni opera quae supersunt, vol. 5 (Berlin, 1906), p. 139; TB Pesahim 54a; see H. FREEDMAN,
Tractate Pesahim translated into English, The Babylonian Talmud, Seder Mo‘ed, vol. 6 (Lon-
don, 1938), p. 265 and n. 1.

54. PHILO, op. cit., II. 211 (Cohn, p. 139); cf. GOUDOEVER, Biblical Calenders, p. 16 (Levi-
ticus 23.36), :

55. See CoLsON, The Week, p. 4; cf. W.M. O’NEIL, Time and the Calendar (Sydney, 1975),
p. 34.
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not appear to have been a historical connection, the nundinum had features
allowing comparison to the sabbatical week together with its alleged eighth
day. The days of the nundinum were denoted by the letters A to H. On day
H, called the nundinae, peasants brought their produce for sale to the city.
But this was no ordinary market day. The plural form indicated that it was
a recurring festival®®. And, indeed, it was a day for rejoicing. Little public
business was transacted and schools were closed’’. Under the Republic, the
nundinum had even constitutional status reflected in law and in administra-
tion*®. While it then had no place in the Roman calendar, it does seem to
have acquired one under the Empire. A calendar for the year 354 showing
the Kalends, the Nones and the Ides also showed the nundinal letters. Side
by side with them appeared letters denoting the days of the Christian week
so as to correspond with those in the nundinal cycles”, although Constan-
tine had tried to ensure that the nundinae would always be celebrated on
Sunday, his “day of the sun” and the day of rest he had decreed in its
honour®. The particular interest of the nundinum lies in that, had he suc-
ceeded —for if he did so at all it was in one province alone— the days of
the nundinum and those of the week would have automatically corres-
ponded: just as advocated for the Christian Sunday, the day of the nundi-
nae had by then, at any rate, come to be counted twice — day H was also
day A, at once the eighth and the first day of the cycle®'. The difference was
that while this double count in effect reduced the eight days of the nundi-
num to seven, the double count for emphasising the pre-eminence of Sun-
day caused the seven-day week to carry along with it a shadowy eight-day
unit.

However, there were real eight-day units in Christian .calendars com-
parable to this shadowy one. One of those derived from a pre-Christian
eight-day cycle still used in Ethiopia at the beginning of this century. Three
such cycles represented the first three phases of the moon, the fourth had
only six days so as to complete a month of thirty days. When it became
necessary to make this system fit the Christian week, the first three Sundays

56. See WEBSTER, Rest Days, p. 94, n. 3.

57. See NILssSON, Primitive Time, p. 333.

58. See P. ROUVELIN, Essai historique sur le droit des marchés et des foires (Paris, 1897),
pp- 84-99.

59. Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum vol. 1, pt. 1, 2nd ed. (Berlin, 1893), pp. 256-278; cf.
WEBSTER, Rest Days, p. 123, n. 3.

60. Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum vol. 3, pt. 1, 3rd ed. (Berlin, 1873), p. 127; the
inscription refers only to Pannonia. '

61. Ambrosii Macrobif Saturnalia 1. 16, 34, ed. J. WiLLIS (Leipzig, 1963), p. 79; cf.
O’NEIL, Time, p. 80; A.E. SAMUEL, Greek and Roman Chronology (Munich, 1972), p. 154 and
n L
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of this month were each counted twice®’. Another example was the Octave.
Originally this was the celebration of certain saints’ days, or of other such
occasions, by a second ceremony on the eighth day following, so that it
would fall on the same day of the week as had the first — a “‘crown” or
“seal”, it might be said, to the whole celebration, much as the Feast of
Tabernacles was said to be “‘crowned” or “sealed” by its eighth day. It was
this form of Octave that Constantine introduced for the dedication of
churches at Jerusalem and at Tyre, perhaps intentionally to recall the Day
of Solemn Assembly in a Christian setting, perhaps in imitation of the
ceremonies described at the dedication of Solomon’s temple which them-
selves repeated the order of Tabernacles: “And in the eighth day a solemn
assembly: for they kept the dedication of the altar seven days and the feast
seven days”®. Shortly after, Easter, Pentecost and, in the eastern provinces
of the empire, Theophany were similarly honoured. In the seventh century,
the feasts of St Peter, St Paul and St Agnes were each accorded the same
order of celebration: on their first and on their eighth day. It was only in
the twelfth century that all the days of the Octave acquired a special
status®, in contrast to the form in which to begin with it was observed,
when just its first and its eighth day were given pre-eminence.

But a closer parallel to a calendrical exaltation of Sunday existed in the
Armenian Church. This was the order of psalms to be sung in the night
office — a real eight-day unit in contrast to interpretations of the Psalmist’s
eight-chord instrument. All the psalms save the last three in the psaiter, and
those for no .clear reason omitted, were divided into eight groups, or
“canons” to be sung on successive nights. These cycles began with the first
Sunday in Lent®’; on the second Sunday in Lent came, accordingly, the turn
of Canon VIII, that is at the end of an eight-day unit. Of course, the begin-
nings and ends of subsequent cycles did not continue to fali on Sundays: it
was in the eighth cycle that the first and the eighth day so coincided. The
cycle was called an octoéchos because each canon was sung in its proper
tone or mode®. These modes were apparently arranged in an arbitrary
sequence, simply to distinguish one canon by its sound from another, a

62. See WEBSTER, Rest Days, p. 194 and n. 1.

63. 11 Chronicles 7.9.

64. Eusebii Vita Constantini IV. 45 (PG 20, col. 1196C and n. 17); cf. T.D. BARNES, Con-
stantine and Eusebius (Harvard, 1981), p. 162, pp. 248-249; G. LoEw, ‘Ottava’, Enciclopedia
Cattolica, v. 9 (Rome, 1953), cols. 451-3.

65. See WINKLER, ‘Armenian’, pp. 474-475 and n. 4.

66. From Greek f{y0g (Armenian tsayn), see WINKLER, “Armenian™ p. 474, n. 7. B. OuT-
TIER, ‘Recherches sur la genése de Poctoéchos arménienne (I11y, Etudes Grégoriennes, 14(1973),
182-183. :
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sequence with no musical signiﬁcance“. This particular arrangement of
modes was peculiar to the Armenian night office. Although the same eight
modes were known and used in Byzantine and in western psalmody, their
arrangement for the night office was quite different; in the Byzantine order
two of the eight were not used at all®®. In this Armenian arrangement the
psalms were not equally distributed between the canons, or not as nearly so
as they could have been out of the total of a hundred and forty-seven. The
eighth canon had more than had any one of the other seven®. Each canon
in itself constituted an octoad. It had seven subsections and was completed
by a canticle from the Old Testament’®. The psalms of each canon were dis-
tributed between the seven subsections, with its canticle forming, in effect,
-an eighth. The canticle which ended the eighth canon was the third chapter
of Habakkuk, a mystical evocation of the wisdom and glory of God and of
the story of the creation’'. Here, then, were elements together suggesting a
clear pre-eminence for the eighth day of an eight-day cycle. According to
John of Odzun, the octoéchos was so constructed in order to show that this
eighth day symbolised Sunday when expressed by its double count’”.

Not only the arrangement of the modes, but also the eight-day cycle of
canons as such was peculiar to the Armenian night office. Analogous rites
of other eastern churches, the Byzantine with its twenty kathismata, the
Syrian with its twenty hullalf or its fifteen marmianah”, had no discernible
relation to any real or notional time unit. It has been proposed that there
originally existed a common order for the night office from which the
Armenian version had least diverged’®. However that may be, Armenian
psalmody preserved its night office until at least the closing years of the last
century, when the eight canons with their respective modes, subsections and
canticles were still being chanted in the night office of monasteries at Etch-
miadzin, Sewan and At‘amar”. If John of Odzun was right about the sym-
bolism of the octoéchos, one reason for its persistence might have been the

67. See QUTTIER, op.cit., p. 209.

68. See B. ZIMMERMAN, ‘The Armenian Church’, Irish Ecclesiastical Record, 16(1895), 646
and nn. 1 & 2.

69. See J. MEarNns, The Canticles of the Christian Church (London, 1914), p. 31; Cony-
BEARE, Rituale, p. 446. ‘

70. gabala, representing copula, see OUTTIER, ‘Recherches’ p. 182; cf. WINKLER ‘Armenian’,
Pp. 474-476, 483.

71. See W.A. IrRwiN, ‘“The Psalm of Habakkuk’, JNES, 1(1942), 10.

72. See below, p. 46 n. 111. ) '

73, See WINKLER, ‘Armenian’, pp. 476-477.

74, See ZIMMERMAN, ‘Armenian Church’, p. 650.

75. See ZIMMERMAN, ‘Armenian Church’, p. 647; CONYDBEARE, Rituale, p. 446; MEARNS,
Canticles p. 31.
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persistence of a numerical designation for the Armenian Sunday. As has
been noted, it did not need to be called the Lord’s Day without a numerical
alternative until almost modern times. On the other hand, the Armenians
had kept up both the ceremonies which had given Sunday the dominical
status entitling it to its claim of unquestioned pre-eminence. The agape con-
tinued to be celebrated in the congregations of the Armenian national
church, either jointly with the eucharist or separately, on Sundays, as well
as on other traditional occasions in the ecclesiastical calendar, after it had
disappeared from Byzantine custom and in the west. And for Armenians
the agape was especially holy: its meal included the flesh of a ritually pure
animal, certainly until just before the first world war’®, It is therefore in this
sense, among others, that the long history of the octoéchos can be under-
stood: in the sense that it was a perpetual reminder that Sunday, when
numerically denoted, had a double count, that it was the eighth day of the
week as well as the first: a perpetual reminder of Sunday’s pre-eminence.
The idea of an eighth day was also bound up with the idea of an eighth
age. The traditional derivation of the Judaeo-Christian week was often
understood to have an eschatological meaning. The six days of creation
were supposed to foreshadow, or prefigure, six “ages” each of a thousand
years, on an interpretation of Psalms XC.4, “‘a thousand years in thy sight
are but as yesterday when it is past”, repeated in 2 Peter IIL.8, “do not
ignore that with the Lord a day is as a thousand years”'’. The chronology
of the Old Testament was made to show that five such ages had already
come and gone — the fifth had ended with the birth of Christ. The present
age was the sixth, sometimes called ‘“the age of baptism”, and this age
would be completed by his second coming’®. Because the world had been
created in those six divine days their completion, interpreted in years, would
see its end as men knew it. The second coming of Christ would bring the
paradise on earth -of the seventh age, the age which was prefigured in the
divine sabbath of rest”. The conclusion that both the past and the future of
the existing world could not but be confined within these septenary limits
for long continued to exercise a great deal of influence, as is well enough
known, on Christian historiography®, not to speak of the chiliastic escha-

76. For references to sources, se¢ A. SHARF, ‘Animal Sacrifice in the Armenian Church’,
REArmm, ns., 16(1982), 417-449.

77. See J.0. DANIELOU, ‘La typologie millenariste de la semaine dans ke Christianisme
primitif®, Vigiliae Christianae, 2(1948), 1-5.

78. See M. LEFEVRE, Commentaire sur Daniel (Paris-Tournai, 1947, SC, 14), pp- 188-189;
cf. D.F. AUNE, The Cultic Scttmg of Realised Eschatology in Early Christianity (Leiden, 1972),
p. 16.

79. See DANIELOU, 'Typologle , Pp- 14-16.

80. See e.g. D, HAY, Annalists and Historians (London, 1977), pp. 27-28.
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tology so popular in the middle ages, — an eschatology for which, in part,
that historiography was responsible. But this was not the only conclusion to
be drawn from a chiliastic interpretation of the divine days. There were
those who believed that an eighth age was to follow the seventh.

Perhaps an early hint of this kind of eschatology, so far as its Christian
version is concerned, was to be found in Revelations XVIL.10: of seven
‘“‘kings” five had already gone, the sixth was now present, the seventh had
not yet come. But his coming would not bring the story of the world to its
end since his reign, too, would be only temporary. The eventual coming of
an eighth age was perhaps first assumed by Ireneus, Bishop of Lyons (c.
140 - c. 202): it was then that those who had clung to Christ would proceed
to enjoy eternal life while those who, despite the paradise of the seventh
age, remained the disciples of Satan would be sent to eternal punishment®'.
One way in which the eighth age would come was described by Lactantius
in his Divine Institutions: the first six millenia had been a period in which
wickedness had predominated and still did*’. In the seventh millenium
Satan would be bound and Christ would reign”. But, towards its end,
Satan would escape, and it would only be at the beginning of the eighth
millenium that he would finally be overcome. And then there would be
created a new and perfect world®. Sometime, too, during the third century,
in a Christian version of the Sibylline Oracles, there was a rather obscure
reference to an eighth age when a world would “again™ appear which
would be “another world””®. The same belief that it would be an eighth age
which would bring finality, perfection, was symbolised in the Armenian
octoéchos just as the eighth day was said to have been. The seven subsec-
tions of each canon stood for the seven ages. Its canticle —the canticle
without which the whole canon was incomplete — stood for an eighth age,

“the age of resurrection”®, just as Sunday, the eighth day of the week,
stood for a resurrected Christ. The last canticle in the series, the third chap-
ter of Habakkuk, has been interpreted as one of the many Old Testament
references to a new age, but here with the creation eschatologically linked

81. S. Irenaei Episcopi Lugdunensis et Martyris Contra Haereses V. 28, 3 (PG 7, col.
1200A and n. 61 (col. 1200D); cf. CUMONT, ‘La fin du monde’, p. 70, n. 5.

82. Caeli Firmiani Lactantii Divinae Institutiones VIL 14, 10, ed. S. BRANDT, CSEL, vol.
19 (Vienna, 1890), p. 629.

83. Inst VIL. 24, 5 (BRANDT, pp. 659).

84. Inst. VII. 26 (Brandt, pp. 665-667).

35. »év 82 tpitn KApe neprtelhopévov Eviavtdy 6780680; npatng dAlog mair xdopog
dp&taw« — Oracula Sybillana VII. 139-140, ed. S. GerFckeN Die Oracula Sybillana, Die
griechischen Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte Bd. 7 (Leipzig, 1902), p. 140; cf. J.
WORTLEY, ‘The Literature of Catastrophe’, Byzantine Studies, 4(1977), 12 and n. 29.

86. See WINKLER, ‘Armenian’, p. 498, note 137. '
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to it: the new age as the final triumph of the Lord of Creation®’. The choice
of this canticle for the eighth section of the eighth canon suggested, there-
fore, that it symbolised the eighth age as that which the Lord would bring
in his triumph and his glory. But none of the foregoing meant that the
simple septenary sequence had been abandoned, any more than the idea of an
eighth day meant that the seventh day of the week had lost all importance.
On the contrary, the validity of the former was preserved, even streng-
thened, by the proviso that the existing world, still not made quite perfect
even by Christ’s second coming, would first have to be wholly destroyed
before the truly perfect world of the eighth age could be created. For the
writer of a seventh century Syrian work, usually known as the Apocalypse
of Pseudo-Methodius, the destruction would, indeed, be final. But it is like-
ly that his cataclysmic conclusion derived more from the destruction of his
own world during the Arab invasion of Syna than from a rejection of the
possibility of an eighth age in his eschatology®®. For Lactantius, the destruc-
tion of the present world was a necessary stage in the millenary sequence®.
It was his version of the common belief that the final reign of Christ would
have to be preceded by the reign of an anti-Christ. The importance of his
eighth age was the symbolic meaning attached to it: just as the sabbatical
week could, in its Christian version, acquire an eighth day in honour of
Christ’s resurrection, so could the seven ages, prefigured as the week was
said to be, in the divine days of creation and their seventh day of rest,
acquire an eighth age in honour of his final victory over the forces of evil.
In some sense the eucharist itself, the sacrament peculiar to the seventh day
which was also the eighth, anticipated this final eschatological unity which
would be fully and permanently realised in that eighth age, the age of the
parousia®.

The same sequence of a disturbed seventh age followed by the eternal
peace of the eighth appeared in later Byzantine texts. A tenth century bio-
graphy of St Andreas Salos placed the birth-pangs of the last days, in this
instance the destruction of Constantinople heralding the reign of Anti-
Christ, in the seventh age, at the end of which the reign of Christ would
begin®'. Eventually, the Russian Orthodox Church took over the same
eschatology. The seven days of creation stood for the seven ages. But, in

87. See IrwIN, ‘The Psalm’, p. 39.

88. See CuMONT, ‘La fin du monde’, p. 73.

89. Inst. VIL.26, 5 (BRANDT, p. 666); cf. CUMONT, ‘La fin du monde’, p. 93.

90. Cf. AUNE, Cuitic Setting, p. 17.

91. Nicephori Presbyteri Constantinopolitani S.Andreae Sali Vita XXVI (PG 111, col.
865A-B); cf. L. RYDEN, ‘The Andreas Salos Apocalypse’, DOP, 28(1974), 209-210, 221.

[43]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

this context, nedela, in its first meaning, instead of standing for Sunday as
the seventh day, stood for the eighth age — *“‘the end of days”. So firm was
this conviction that the ordinary world would end when that age was about
to begin that tables for determining the date of Easter were compiled only
up to the year 7000 of the Orthodox era’. Why did the belief that the
eighth age rather than the seventh would bring the millenium persist in
Byzantine literature and beyond? An obvious reason was that had it been
the seventh, signs of the millenium should have begun to appear from about
the middle of the sixth century when, according to the traditional date for
the birth of Christ, the sixth age, the “age of baptism”, had ended and the
seventh age had begun: when “time was fulfilled” and the Kingdom of God
was at hand”. And so when, according to Orthodox computation, there
were no signs of the millenium at the beginning of the eighth age either, the
Russian Orthodox Church in effect abandoned any idea of a definite date*.
On the other hand, it ought not to be forgotten that, already in patristic
literature, all these computations, ‘whether septenary or octenary, could
already be dismissed as mere stories unworthy of credence — whatever their
authority®.

The idea of the eighth age as the perfect age was not confined to Chris-
tian eschatology. Examples of it also occur in Jewish sources. Thus, in one
version of an apocalyptic work known as The Book of Enoch (the Ethiopian
Enoch or I Enoch), occured passages, probably compiled between 95 and
70 BC%, where the years since the Babylonian Exile covered seven *“weeks”’
or ages, of which the present age, the seventh, and its predecessor were
especially wicked®’. But, after these weeks of wickedness,

“... there shall be another, the eighth week of righteousness,
And a sword shall be given it that a righteous judgement may
be executed on the oppressors,

And sinners shall be delivered into the hands of the righteous,
And at its close they shall acquire houses through their
righteousness,

And a house shall be built for the Great King in glory for
evermore”®, :

92. See FLIER, ‘Sunday’ p. 144.

93. See WORTLEY, “Literature’ p. 12; S.G.F. BRANDON, History, Time and Deity (Manches-
ter & New York, 1965), pp. 151, 193.

94, See FLIER, p. 145.

95. Eusebii Pamphylii Caesariensis Historia Ecclesiastica I11. 39 (PG 20, col. 300A-B).

96. See R.H. CHARLES, The Book of Enoch (Oxford, 1912), p. 222.

97. CHARLES, op. cit., p. 231; cf. R.T. BECKWITH, ‘The Modern Attempt to Reconcile the
Qumran Calendar with the Solar Year’, Revue de Qumran, 7(1969-1971), 391.

98. Enoch 91:12-13 (CHARLES, Book of Enoch, p. 232).
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And this eighth week would lead up to a final judgement and the creation
of a new world”. Here too, therefore, the number eight marked the transi-
tion from one “conceptual stage” to another, the transition from history, if
in an allegorical and mystical form, to explicit eschatology: the setting up of
the messianic kingdom'®. The analogy with the Christian eschatology of an
eighth age is, of course, far from exact. The Old Testament chronology is
quite different: in the traditional Christian septenary sequence, whether fol-
lowed by an eighth age or no, the end to the Babylonian Exile brought the
beginning of the fifth time unit, be it called a millenium or a “week”, not
the seventh. Enoch’s seventh week of wickedness stood in direct contradic-
tion to the seventh age of a sabbatical paradise, whether temporary or per-
manent. But on the main point Enoch’s eschatology did not differ from
Christian successors. The last age in his sequence, as in theirs, his last
“week”, was his eighth. It was then that good would finally triumph over
evil. Moreover, the approach of that last “week” was described much as the
approach of his last age was to be described by Lactantlus According to
Enoch, before that eighth week came,

“_.. the days shall be shortened,

And all things on earth alter,

And shall not appear in their time,

And the rain shall be kept back,

And the heavens shall withold it

And in these times the fruits of the trees shall be backward,
And shall not grow in their time

And the fruits of the trees shall be witheld in their time'®

According to Lactantius, the destruction of the old world as a preface to
the creation of the new would be signalled by a constriction of natural
phenomena or by its decay: the years, the months and the days would get
shorter, vegetation scarcer, farm animals skinnier'®. And just as this slow-
ing down of natural processes, their weakening, their deterioration, were for
" Lactantius the prelude to the coming of the Anti-Christ, so did similar signs

99. Enoch 91.14-17 (CHARLES, Book of Enoch, pp. 232-234); passages not radically
emended in revised translation by M. BLack, The Book of Enoch or ! Enoch, (Leiden, 1985),
Pp. 86-87, cf. pp. 292-293.

100. See BLACK, op. cit., p. 292; R.H. CHARLES, The Book of the Secrets of Enoch, Apo-
crypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, vol. 2 (Oxford, 1913), p. 264.

101. Enoch 80.2-3 (CHARLES, Book of Enoch, p. 171; cf. BECKWITH, ‘Modern Attempt’, p.
392.

102. Inst. VII. 16, 10 (BRANDT, p. 636); cf. CuMONT “La fin du monde”, p. 78, note 2.
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“enumerated by Enoch belong to the common Jewish belief that the age of
righteousness, the messianic age, would have to be preceded by an age of
disasters, by what was known as “the pangs of the Messiah™.

Christian octenary eschatology had two elements missing from Enoch
in this version. One of them was the lack of a connection between his weeks
and the divine days — unless the way in which these weeks stood for ages
can be interpreted as a reference to the week of creation, though even then
the contradiction of his seventh week to the sabbath would remain. The
other missing element was the Christian parallel drawn between the eighth
age and the eighth day of the week as both inaugurating a fresh start'®.
Thus Gregory of Nazianzus linked the eighth day to the eighth age by the
figure of the Pentecost. The extra day, after seven had been multiplied by
itself, was not only the all-important eighth day such as that of Philo. It
also prefigured the age to come'™. As with arguments for an eighth day, so
here, recourse was had to specific passages in the Old Testament. Jewish
exegesis had interpreted the passage in Ecclesiastes “Give a portion to seven
and even to eight” as alluding to the seven days of creation and the eight
days for the ceremony of circumcision'®. Just as Christian exegesis had
used a parallel argument to support the idea of an eighth day, so was it
used to point to a link between an eighth day and an eighth age. Such was
Gregory’s argument for the prefiguration of the eighth age in the Sunday
which ended the Octave of Easter. As the “first” creation began functioning
on the first day of the week, so did the new dispensation begin to function
on the first day, which was at once the eighth, after the “second” creation.
— the resurrection: this was what the Preacher (i.e. Kohelet - Ecclesiastes)
meant — the “seven” is this life, the *“eight” is the future age. It was an
extension of the argument for the Christian eighth day having been prefig-
ured in the day of circumcision'®. Similarly, John Chrysostom, in his
commentary on the opening of the sixth psalm, explained that the octo-
chord stood not only for the eighth day but also for the eighth age'”. And
it was this same passage which, in a commentary by St Basil the Great,
showed that Sunday, the day of the resurrection, the day of the eucharist,
was also the day of the age to come:

103. Cf. RORDORF, Sunday, p. 276. ,

104. S. Gregorii Nazianzenis Oratio 41 in Pentecosten ch. 2 (PG 36, col. 432A-B; cf. J.
DANIELOU, The Bible and the Liturgy (London, 1960), p. 268.

105. TB Tractate ‘Erubin 40B; cf. W. BACHER, Die Aggada des Tannaiten (Strasbourg,
1884), p. 156; DaniELou, The Bible, p. 268 (Eccl.11.2).

106. Gregorii Nazianzenis in Novam Dominicam V (Oratio 44), PG 36, cols. 612C-613A;
cf. DaNiELou, The Bible, p. 269

107. S. Joannis Chrysostomi in Psalmos Davidi in Octavo, PG 56, col. 543A.
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“Now, that day, ever returning upon itself, is also the eighth
day, really and truly both the first and the eighth day of
which the Psalmist speaks in the title of certain psalms when
he means the age which will follow the ages — the day without
end, the age without end”'®.

The Psalmist was speaking of the “Great Day”, the day the prophet Joel
had called “the day of the Lord”, the day of the ogdoad, the day or age
which followed the earthly ages of the hebdomad'®. So, too, it was an
eighth age which, in the passage from St Augustine partially quoted, was
- also prefigured by his eighth day, that day which symbolised for him the
" birth of a world of eternal rest for body and soul''’.

Neither was it by chance that in the octoéchos the eighth age was
designated “the age of resurrection”, a clear enough referénce to the doc-
trine that Sunday, being the day of resurrection, had also to be the eighth
day. John of Odzun had no doubt that the divisions of the octoéchos not
only pointed to the mystery of the double count but also to that of the
eighth age. This was another reason, he explained, why the seven subsec-
tions of the canon were by themselves imperfect, why they had to be com-
pleted by an eighth — by a sharakan or hymn, as he called it, from the
prophets. Just as an eighth age was prefigured in an eighth day of creation
— the day, after the day of rest, when the newly created world began to
function, so did that divine eighth day prefigure the eighth day of the week,
the day which also signalled a new beginning: the passing over from the
“seven days according to the earthly works of the flesh™ to the fresh start
of the Christian dispensation — the new world of the eighth day, at the
same time the first'''. A comparable example of these parallels between the
eighth day and the eighth age may also be found in Jewish eschatology. In
contrast to the Ethiopian version of the Book of Enoch, where, as has been
noted, no such parallel occurred, a passage in a Slavonic version (2 Enoch)
explained how the eighth day was the first after the seven days of creation
and how, just as the seven days signified seven thousand years, this eighth
day signified “‘the beginning of the eighth thousand”, when there would

108. S. Basilii Magni Liber de Spiritu Sancto XXVIL 66 (PG 32, cols. 192A-B); ed.
C.F.H. Jounson, The Book of St Basil the Great on the Holy Spirit (Oxford, 1892), p. 132; cf.
DanieLou, The Bible, pp. 263-266.

109. S. Gregorii Nysseni in Psalmorum Inscriptiones Tractatus Prior V (PG 44, cols.
S04D-505A); Joel IL. 11; cf. DaNIELOU, The Bible, p. 270.

110. For reference, see notes 51 above; cf. DANIELOU, The Bible, pp. 276-286.

111. AucHer, De Officits Ecclesiae, p. 186 (text), p. 187 (trans.) - p. 188 (text), p. 189
(trans). ‘
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begin “a time of not counting, endless, with neither years, nor months, nor
weeks, nor days, nor hours”''2. But neither the original source nor the date
of this passage has been determined: the possibility that it was a Christian
interpolation cannot be ruled out'?.

Just as an eight-day cycle with its eighth day of special importance was
to be found outside the Judaeo-Christian tradition, so was the idea of a
perfect eighth age associated, in one way or another, with an eighth day.
Thus, in Babylonian ideas of the past and the future the duration of the
universe was supposed to span seven ‘‘great years” or ages, each consisting
of a thousand calendar years and succeeding one another in an ascending
ladder or progressive sequence. Each of the seven had its chronocrator, that
is one of the seven planets for its ruling influence. The whole hebdomad of
great years was called a “‘cosmic year”, at the end of which all the planets
would have returned to the same position they had been in at the begin-
ning'"*. But, after that cosmic hebdomad, there would follow an eighth
great year, above the ladder, outside the orbits of the planets, where it
would be ruled only by the fixed stars'”. At that eighth stage, above the
ladder of the seven great years, time itself, like planetary rule all-powerful
until then over the world, was said to become timeless: to “imitate eter-
nity”’"'%. And then, planetary juxtapositions at particular moments in time,
previously decisive for events on earth, would cease to have any meaning
since the world had escaped out of time. The idea of such an eighth stage
contradicted what might be called “‘orthodox” astrological doctrine, accord-
ing to which one cosmic year was supposed to be followed by another ident-
ical in every respect with its predecessor, that is with its planetary juxtapo-
sitions and influences exactly repeated, ad infinitum'"’. The particular inter-
est here of this Babylonian sequence is that it can be seen as analogous to
the system of planetary days —even if the planets be in a reverse order'*—
with an additional eighth unit —an “eighth day” — when, as opposed to
the vicissitudes of planetary rule, there would be no more change because

112. See CHARLES, Apocrypha, p. 451; VAILLANT, text, p. 102, 104, trans. p. 103, 105; F.L
ANDERSEN, “2(Slavonic Apocalypse of) Enoch”, The Pseudepigraphia of the Old Testament
vol. 1 (London, 1983), p. 157.

113. See ANDERSEN, op. cit., pp. 96-97, as against VAILLANT, Introduction, pp. X-XI.

114. See A. BoucHE - LECLERCQ, L’Astrologie grec (Paris, 1895), pp. 315-316.

115. See CUMONT, ‘La fin du monde’, p. 55.

116. Proclii Commentarius in Platonis Timaeum 38C, ed. C.E.C. SCHNEIDER (Bratislava,
1847), p. 615D-E; cf. Ambrosii Macrobii Commentarii in Somnium Scipionis 1. 8, 7, ed. J.
WiLLIS (Leipzig, 1963), p. 35; CumoNT, Textes et Monuments, vol. 1, p. 86.

117. See BoucHE-LECLERCQ, Astrologie grec, p. 33, note 1.

118. See CoLsoN, The Week, p. 19.
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the sole rule would be that of the changeless stars. Seen thus, this sequence
of great years completed by an eighth is comparable to the Christian of the
six divine days of creation of a thousand years each, first temporarily com-
pleted, as these stages of planetary rule were said to be, by a seventh such
divine day and then, finally, by an eighth — when soul and body, un-
troubled by earthly vicissitudes, would attain eternal rest. It would be the
final achievement of the divine plan for the salvation of mankind conceived,
as it was said, before the sequence of ages had begun, from its enslavement
to the planetary powers'?.

Mithraism had its septenary-octenary eschatological sequences very like
" the Babylonian. In them, too, there was a ladder, this one with seven doors
at seven levels, and then, above it, an eighth. This ladder, together with the
level above it, represented the progress of the souls of men through the
seven spheres, that is through the orbits of the seven planets, upwards into
the eighth sphere, the sphere of the fixed stars. There they would be freed
from planetary rule and pass into the domain of the ‘“‘eternal heavens”, that
is into changeless eternity. Variations of this idea of a seven-runged ladder
rising to the perfection of an eighth level, were commonplace in classical
astrology as distinct from the idea of an unrepeated cosmic year'”. Mithraic
stages in the progress of men on earth also followed the Babylonian
sequence. Stages under planetary rule occupied seven millenia. The first six,
beginning with that ruled by Saturn, were times of trouble, the seventh was
the least troubled since it was under the rule of the sun. An eighth mil-
lenium followed during which the planets ceased to hold away'*'. Individual
lives went through a similar sequence. They were said to be divided into
distinct periods of seven years, much as they were said to be by the Pytha-
goreans; the seventh was a ‘‘climactic year” or ‘“‘climacteric”.-. The eighth
year, the first of a new period, inaugurated a fresh start'*>. Here again, the
Mithraic octoad, too, be it stages in the progress of souls, in the life of men
on earth, or in the particular lives of individuals, can be seen as an analogy
of the planetary week, with a day for the rule of the fixed stars added. Per-
haps it can even be seen as an actual application. It was Mithraism which
had not only adopted the planetary week but had also greatly helped to
spread its influence. This eschatology, expressed in a septenary sequence
which needed an eighth unit for its fulfilment, was also to be found, though

119. See BRANDON, History, pp. 167-169, p. 171.

120. See BOUCHE-LECLERCQ, Astrologie grec, pp. 486-493.

121. See CUMONT, ‘La fin du monde’, pp. 58-61; cf. A.S. PEAKE, “Basilides, Basilideans’,
ERE, 2(1909), 426-433,

122. See CUMONT, Textes et Monuments vol. 1, pp. 86-88, vol. 2(1896), p. 32; cf. ANASTOS,
‘Plethon’ p. 227 and p. 4] above.
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with no apparent astrological element, in the doctrines of another Persian
sect. Here the universe was conceived of as having been delivered for seven
millenia into the power of the Lord of Darkness, but he would be forced to
surrender it to the Lord of Light in the eighth'®. It was these parallels to
Christian septenary-octenary systems which suggested a specific transmis-
sion of ideas. It has been put forward that Lactantius derived his eschatol-
ogy from a certain Hystaspes, an oriental scholar who flourished at some
time between 100 BC and 100 AD and was familiar with such systems',
Indeed, if some such transmission be not supposed, the parallels between
the Persian or Babylonian octodds and the ages of Christian eschatology do
become difficult to explain. But the question of transmission does not affect
the closeness of these parallels, nor the closeness of the link between these
eight ages and the double count for Sunday. Thus, while the analogous link
between an astrological octodd and an astrological eight-day week must
remain conjectural, it is reasonable to see these millenary systems, Christian
and pagan alike, as relevant background for a discussion of the assertion
that a Christian Sunday could not but be at once the first and the eighth
day of a Christian week.

However, a distinction needs to be drawn between these Christian and
pagan octodds, whether counted in days or in millenia. On the one hand,
both the Christian and the pagan kind were intended to serve as a key to
the explanation of events, past, present, and still to come. But the octoads
themselves did not exist in spite of the strongest belief in them. They
remained imaginary: they corresponded to no real units of time nor, except
in their day the nundinum and the Ethiopian system mentioned, were the
octoads meant to be new units of time by which the passage of time was to
be reckoned in practical terms. The double count for Sunday could not
alter the Christian calendar, any more than an eighth day added to the days
of creation could alter the sabbatical week, or planetary days, with or with-
out one for the sphere of. the stars, could become a substitute for the
Kalends, the Nones and the Ides. On the other hand, the Christian octoad,
when applied to the days of the week, was left with a practical difficulty. In
order that its double count might be logically acceptable even if bound to
remain mysterious, it had somehow to be made compatible with the week:
the real, existing unit of time, common to both Christians and Jews, the

123. See CuMONT, ‘La fin du monde’, p. 49, n. 3 for references to systems of world ages,
see also B. LINCOLN, Myth, Cosmos and Society (Harvard, 1986), p. 217 n. 24, p. 218, n. 26.

124, See H. WINDISCH, Die Orakel Hystaspes, (Verhandelingen der Koninklijke Akademie
van Wetenschapen te Amsterdam, Afeedling Letterkunde, Niewue Reeks, Deel XXVIII, no. 3,
Amsterdam, 1929, p. 100; cf. pp. 4446; on the dates, see p. 70; cf. CUMONT, ‘La fin du
monde’, pp. 68-70.
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unit which could not well be abandoned. This was a difficulty with which
pagan propagators of an octoad were not confronted. To make the Chris-.
tian octodd acceptable, it was necessary to consider afresh the concepts
supposed fundamental to the structure of the week as of all time units:
authority, observation and custom. The week had, as it were, to be freed
from the restriction imposed on it by this combination if Sunday was to
achieve its desired pre-eminence. This was why an eschatological argument
was chosen. Once that argument was used, only authority was left, the
authority of the exegetics: observation and custom became irrelevant. Yet,
for all that, according to John of Odzun, Sunday as the eighth day of the
week did have its place in a real calendar, the liturgical calendar of the
Armenian Church, in as much as it’'gave universal meaning to the octo-
échos, the sequence of psalms and canticles otherwise wholly peculiar to the
night office of the Armenians.
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A. BACKGROUND

HE “DARK AGES,” however appropriate a term for the West
during the three centuries before the First Crusade, is inapplicable
to the Byzantine Empire, that is, to the lands ruled from Constantinople:
Asia Minor, Greece, parts of the Balkans and South Italy.t The economy
remained vigorous there, the administration efficient, the level of education
high. Byzantium, which had had to absorb quantities of barbarian Slavs
and to lose important territories to the Arabs, had not suffered as had Rome
from her invaders. Her agriculture was not seriously affected, the population
of her towns, instead of declining, probably increased. As the chaos in the
West deepened, commercial interests moved eastward and Byzantium
began to enjoy a new prosperity solidly based on trade. Soon her gold
currency became the only reliable medium of exchange in the Mediterra-
nean world and beyond. »

Healthy finances meant a healthy administration. Byzantium could
afford a professional civil service and a standing army. As a result, the
central organs of government remained able to supervise the daily necessities
of the population. The machinery of law, the state of the roads and of the
food supply, the level of prices and wages, were all, directly or indirectly,
the concern of the state. There was no need for the cumbersome methods
that were being developed in the West. There was no function for an
elaborately graded aristocracy to be rewarded by land and privileges for
the performance of particular duties. Until the end of our period, there was
nothing comparable to the feudal magnate, and the power of the Emperor,
although challenged, remained unimpaired.

One result was the avoidance of that political disintegration which was
afflicting much of Europe; the other and more important one, in the
present context, was that the social consequences of the feudal method
also had no chance to develop. No hereditary classes arose, each with its
ordained tasks and responsibilities. The civil service might have its hier-
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archy, those nearest the ruling dynasty might have their wealth and their
influence, but the mass of the people retained a social mobility based upon
a measure of political equality. Indeed, in Constantinople and in other big
towns relations were frequently reminiscent of the Greek city-state or of
Rome in the early days of the Republic.

Economic prosperity and a flourishing urban life encouraged a high
degree of literacy, not confined, as in the West, to the clergy. In con-
sequence, the Emperor in a dispute with the Church could look to the
support of an educated laity with an informed interest in the finer points
of theology and a disinclination to be overawed by ecclesiastical authority.
It was this circumstance, as much as the strength of secular institutions,

"which prevented the Church from becoming a rival to the state. And it
was her secular institutions, with the Emperor at their head, which gave
Byzantium her long periods of stability — while, in the West, it was the
Church which added to the feudal disorder. ‘

These characteristics of Byzantium have their foundations in the 7th
century. The dynasty of Heraclius and, especially, Heraclius himself
(610-641) after his hard-won victory over the Persians in 630, introduced
changes intended to secure the Imperial frontiers. These changes were
based upon an agrarian reform and a reorganisation of the provinces
which produced an army recruited from small landowners and controlled
from the capital.z The economy was encouraged and the power of the
Emperor firmly established. The Heracleians were able not only to preserve
the Empire after Syria, Palestine and Egypt had fallen and Constantinople
had been besieged, but also to preserve their own authority against en-
croachments. The struggle against Islam and threats to Imperial sovereignty
were the twin dangers which faced Byzantium for the next three hundred
years, which she overcame on the whole, successfully, and which con-
ditioned much of her external and internal policy. Leo IIT (717-741),
the founder of the Syrian (or Isaurian) dynasty, finally halted the Arab
onslaught which had again reached Constantinople. The next critical
period came about a hundred years later when Michael III the Amorian
(842-867) launched the first serious counter-attack. His successor, Basil I
the Macedonian (867-886), set Byzantium upon a path of conquest which
culminated a hundred years later with the recapture of Antioch and other
towns in Syria and northern Palestine.

During the same period, the Emperors showed their strength in other
ways. The pictures of Jesus and of the saints, by then traditional in the
churches, were forbidden by the Isaurians. They were brought back in 843.
Both iconoclasm and its abolition were Imperial decisions. Both had lay
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and ecclesiastical support and opposition. Neither developed into a conflict
between spiritual and secular loyalties or disrupted the underlying Byzantine
unity. Of course, it should not be forgotten that the Emperor himself was
a believing Christian, for whom this unity was as much religious as political.
His decisions were intended to strengthen the Church whose head and
defender he was. The Heracleians persecuted those who would not accept
their formula to end an old dispute about the trinity. The Isaurians per-
secuted icon-worshipers, the Amorians their opponents. The Macedonians
fought bloody wars against various Manichean sects. There was no mercy
to the heretic, but the Emperor decided who the heretic was. The pre-
eminence of the secular power did not imply tolerance in religious matters.

A more serious danger than any in the religious sphere arose in the 10th
century. The Macedonians had to fight a hard struggle against repeated
attempts to destroy the foundations of Byzantine economic and military
security through the acquisition of great estates, that is, the liquidation of the
smallholdings and the control of the soldiers settled upon them. They were
successful for a time. The end came about the middle of the 11th century.
The Heracleian system at last gave way under the onslaughts of ambitious
generals. Great landowners, of semi-feudal independence, began to appear
on the scene, and with them profound changes in the whole structure of
Byzantine society. New enemies completed the process. The Normans in
the Western parts of the Empire, the Seljuk Turks in Asia Minor, finally
the Normans again in the guise of Crusaders, succeeded where earlier
invaders had failed. They destroyed the Empire’s basic unity and prosperity.
The Byzantium that continued, in one form or another, was very different,
and the city that fell to the Ottomans in 1453 had but a symbolic connection
with the Constantinople of Heraclius and Basil. Thus the First Crusade
marks the end of a definite stage. On the other hand, the typically Byzantine
institutions antedate the period covered by this volume, and it is in the
7th century that this survey will have to start.

B. ByzanTINE JEWRY

Byzantine Jewry in the 7th century, just as the Byzantine Empire itself,
exhibited both continuity with the Roman period and the influence of
new factors. First, there was physical continuity. The preservation of urban
life meant also the preservation of the main centers of Jewish population.
‘There are no statistics or other demographic information for this period.
It is usually inferred, from far later references, that in the areas left to
Byzantium after the Arab conquests there were about 100,000 Jews.? In
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any case, there is reason to suppose that the established communities
remained as in Roman times. Thus, for example, in Phrygia (Central
Anatolia) the Jews formed an important element.+ They continued to live
in other parts of Asia Minor, particularly in the towns on the Mediterranean
coast.s The greatest number was, of course, to be found in Constantinople.
Even in Greece, which had suffered worst from Slav incursions, the towns
were hardly affected: the Jews of Salonica, for example, have an unbroken
history.s There were Jews in Rhodes? and in Cyprus.# The story of Italian
Jewry is treated as a whole elsewhere in this volume: it need only be
noted here that the Jews of Byzantine Italy were characterized by the same
continuity of settlement.

Secondly, there was legal continuity. The status of the Jews had been
established by Christian Rome in the j5th century, when the Emperor
Theodosius II had introduced specific regulations into his codification
of the laws. The community was legally recognized, albeit in no friendly
manner, and its religious worship officially protected.® In the 6th century,
the Emperor Justinian, while showing rather more hostility, notably by
his interference with the liturgy, left the basic situation unaltered. And it
remained unaltered in the 7th century. In fact, the next Imperial compila-
tion of the laws after Justinian, the Ecloga (“Selections”) of Leo III, makes
no mention of the Jews at all.1e This preservation of legal status was of great
importance then and later. The Christian heretic in Byzantium had no
legal status whatsoever. The Jew, formally at least, had the protection of
the law. However harsh the disabilities that such protection might include,
and however meaningless at certain moments it might even turn out to be,
it declared his acceptance, albeit grudgingly, into the social structure.

C. THE BEGINNING OF A NEw Poricy: FORGED BapTisms

The 7th century furnished the first instance of this sort of situation.
Heraclius became convinced that the Jews of Jerusalem had helped the
Persians and had enthusiastically initiated a mass slaughter of Christians
that had followed its fall. During his campaign of reconquest, he is said to
have accepted the hospitality of a certain Benjamin of Tiberias and to have
promised, in return, that he would take no revenge. But in 630, when
Jerusalem was again in Byzantine hands, the entire community was
expelled,”? and many were murdered with the acquiescence of the au-
thorities. In 632, Heraclius ordered the conversion of all Byzantine
Jewry.a+ A frequently repeated tradition has it that he also called upon
Western rulers to follow his example, and that his actions were the result
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of a misinterpreted prophecy about a circumcised race threatening the
existence of Christendom.s There is no reason to doubt that superstitious
fears, of one kind or another, could influence the behavior of a Byzantine
Emperor. But these persecutions had a wider significance, whatever their
immediate causes may have been. First, the events of 630-632 were in
consonance with the general policy of Heraclius. The keynote of his reforms
was the strengthening of Imperial unity. The Jews were politically danger-
ous: they had helped the Persians and now a new foe had crossed the
Imperial frontier and had defeated Imperial troops. It is probable that
the Jewish share in Persian successes had been much exaggerated, while a
readiness to welcome the Moslems was by no means likely.1s Nevertheless
it was this conviction of Jewish disloyalty which led Heraclius to actions
very similar to those which he and his successors took, also from fears of
disloyalty, against dissident Christian sects. ’

For the Jews, however, the forced baptisms were something new. It was
not the first time that Christian hostility had resulted in rioting and murder
in the Byzantine Empire. In 547, there had been a massacre of Jews and
Samaritans at Caesarea.l” In 592, the Jews were expelled from Antioch,3
and there were anti-Jewish riots in other Syrian cities.t® Between 608 and
610 a wave of pogroms spread from Syria to Asia Minor.20 Thus the events
of 630 were only part of a series. But the decree of forced baptism was a
different matter. This was the first time that the authorities appeared to
attack the legal status which the Jews had hitherto enjoyed. The 7th
century, a turning point in Byzantine history, was equally a turning point
for them. Just as there was then established a political and social framework
which lasted fundamentally unchanged for nearly four hundred years, so
there appeared then the factors which, during the same period, fixed the
position of the Jews within that framework. The natural conclusion about
this new stage might be that the new, centralized Byzantine state would
never again permit the existence of any religious minority. This was true
of the Christian dissident groups. It is important to emphasize that, so far
as the Jews were concerned, this is precisely what did not happen. Heraclius’
fears of Jewish treachery did not last for long. The attempts at forced
conversion were sporadic. The community of Constantinople itself was
least disturbed.# In other words, the idea that the Jews constituted the
same sort of danger as did the heretics simply did not take root.

There is a striking illustration of how the Heracleian persecutions failed
to influence existing relations between Jews and Gentiles. There is evidence
that, despite the outbreaks of hostility, the Jews led no isolated existence
but took an active part in city life. Before the Heracleian period, the focus
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of the city had been the Hippodrome or Circus with its chariot races, not
only in Constantinople but also in other centers. At least from the 5th
century, the supporters of the two contending teams of charioteers, dis-
tinguished by their colors of green or blue, had been organized into groups
of an unmistakably political character.22 Their dissensions were fought out
in the streets; when they united, they became a serious threat to the
government.? At the end of the 6th and the beginning of the 7th centuries,
Jews were active members of these “circus parties.”2¢ It may be that the
riots at Antioch were more of a party clash than an outbreak of violent
antisemitism,’s and it is possible that the situation in Jerusalem on the
eve of its capture by the Persians was similarly a party responsibility in
which Jews, as party members, were involved and for which they naturally
got the blame.2s By the middle of the 7th century, the Hippodrome had
lost its importance. Jerusalem and Antioch had fallen to the Arabs. In
Constantinople, the Heracleians, as part of their plan to strengthen Imperial
authority, succeeded in suppressing the circus parties. But the people of
Constantinople remained an important political factor. In 641, they
influenced the choice of a successor to Heraclius. In 661, for reasons
unknown, they stormed and looted the church of St. Sophia. On both
occasions, Jewish participation was prominent.2” At the end of the century,
the closeness of the relations between Jews and Gentiles was disapprovingly
noted by a Council of the Church.2s

A measure of social integration, expressed in various ways, remained a
-basic characteristic of Byzantine Jewry. The other aspect was the precedent
set by the persecutions. No echo is to be found in legislation. The status
of the Jew remained unaltered. But the possibility now existed that the
government could, for limited periods, entirely ignore this. It is this kind of
ambiguity which is the characteristic legacy of the Heracleians, with
consequences not only for the Jews: a generally stable and law-abiding
administration, capable of a sudden dictatorial act in the face of some
real or imaginary danger.

D. Tue PersecuTtions UNDER LEeo III

The early years of Leo III provide another example of such an eruption
in Byzantine society. In 721/22, an Imperial decree once again ordered
all Jews to be baptized.2 The external circumstances are comparable to
those of the Heracleian persecution. Byzantium had again survived a
fierce Moslem onslaught. The coming to power of the new dynasty had been
accompanied by a period of confusion which had seen the rise and fall of
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six Emperors. Once again, the attack on the Jews can be linked with an
effort to strengthen Imperial authority by crushing all potentially dissident
elements. Leo’s iconoclastic decrees four years later, whatever their theologi-
cal or social significance, had the same political purpose as the doctrinal
formulac pronounced by Heraclius and his successors. Similarly Leo,
like Heraclius, may have had his reasons for suspecting Jewish loyalty.

About the year 720, there had appeared in Syria a certain Severus or
Serenus who claimed to be the Messiah. He himself was and remained a
Christian but he gained a Jewish following. He preached an imminent
return to Zion in openly political terms and was involved in some sort of
revolt with a Jewish nationalist coloring. It was not long before he was
killed and his followers dispersed, but his influence had by then spread
westward, far beyond Syriase Severus was no_isolated phenomenon.
Twenty years previously, the Persian Jew Aba ‘Isda al-Isfahani had led
a movement of a similar Messianic-nationalist character which provoked
the anger of the Caliph ‘Abd al-Malik (685-705).3t In 645, 2 less important,
anonymous Messiah had appeared in the valley of the Euphrates who was
remembered as the “rebel of Pallughthi.”= All three, however much they
differed in their religious heterodoxies, were alike in the practical expression
they gave to their Messianism. And this was because all three were inspired
by the conviction that the conflict between Byzantium and Islam was the
final conflict. Tt was nothing less than the precursor of the Last Days.
Both Empires would be destroyed and then the Messianic Age would
begin. It was this doctrine which, towards the end of the 7th century and
at the beginning of the 8th, spread to Byzantine Jewry,* and it was the
explicitly political element in it which probably angered the Emperor as
it did the Caliph. However, Leo’s fears of militant Jewish dissidence, just as
those of Heraclius about Jewish sympathies with Islam, were hardly
justified. In the nature of things, only a very small number could have
been influenced, as with any extremist ideas. But the agitation of only a
tiny minority was enough to provoke a violent reaction: the Jews were a
threat to the safety of the Empire, and mass baptism was the obvious
answer in an age when religious conformity was thought to guarantee
political reliability. It is this aspect which is apparent in the title “new
citizens” given to the converts.>4

Of course, the decree had a wider significance. It emphasized the common
Jewish experience that prosperity and good relations could exist side by
side with outbursts of hostility. And it also showed that in the Empire
as it was after the Heracleian reforms such outbursts were likely to be acts
of state, in contrast to the mob violence of earlier periods.
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The results of the decree were as limited as they had been in 632.
When the storm had passed, the status of the community remained unal-
tered. Some Jews, as in other times and other places, had bowed before
the storm, and now, too, their conversion had little meaning. In the words
of one source, “they took the baptism carelessly and washed it off.”’ss When,
in 787, the Second Council of Nicaea reversed Leo’s ecclesiastical policy
and temporarily brought back the icons, it also took the opportunity of
criticizing his method with the Jews. It proclaimed the Church’s official
attitude to forced conversion: the Jews must live openly according to
their religion; the Church cannot accept them unless they voluntarily
confess their error and turn to Christianity with willing hearts.3s It may
have been an undercurrent of ecclesiastical discouragement, even when
the Church itself was out of favor with the Emperor, that made the decrees
of both Heraclius and Leo so ineffective. In any case, the most striking
characteristic that the events of 632 and 721/22 had in common was that
they made so little impression on the Jews themselves. Our information
on them is derived almost exclusively from non-Jewish sources. A passage
in one text connected with the Messianic movement could refer to Hera-
clius, but there is nowhere a direct mention either of his or of Leo’s decree.??

E. Tue REiens oF Basin I AND HIs SUCCESSORS

The example of Leo and the Heracleians was followed by Basil I, in
whose reign there took place a further attempt to convert Jews by force.
Little is known about the community during the intervening hundred
and fifty years. However, there are two interesting problems belonging to
this period, the answers to either of which could provide additional evidence
on the closeness of the contact between the Jews and their neighbors. The
first is the amount of truth in an old tradition of Jewish influence on the
decision to abolish the icons. This tradition derives from the story of a
Jewish sorcerer’s promising Leo, before he became Emperor, victory over
his rivals and a long reign, on condition that he proscribed the veneration
of holy pictures throughout his dominions.?®* The principal reason why
this story has to be treated with reserve is not so much because of its
legendary qualities, but because it first gained currency during the sessions
of the Second Council of Nicaea. On that occasion, as on others of theo-
logical controversy, it was normal to accuse opponents of Jewish sympathies,
a circumstance which greatly complicates any just estim ate of the Jewish
part in non-Jewish questions. There is no doubt that the temporarily
defeated iconoclasts were automatically abused in this way. However
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this story may reflect something more specific. It is told in a number of
versions: in one of them, the contemporary Caliph, Yazid II (720-724),
is given this promise by a Jew.ss It is, in fact, about this time that various
Christian religious objects of worship or veneration, hitherto unmolested,
were being systematically destroyed by the Moslem authorities in Syria
and Palestine.40

Of course, there is no need to make use of a Jewish element in order to
establish a link between Byzantine and Moslem iconoclasm. Leo came
from an area bordering on the Eastern frontiers of the Empire. His main
support was from regiments stationed there, which, according to the
Heracleian system, were largely composed of the local farmers. It is likely
that Islamic influences were strong. Leo himself was accused of being
«“Saracen-minded.” A state of frontier raiding — or of open war — did
not in the least preclude cultural penetration. On the contrary, by the
oth century, there were villages whose inhabitants had developed an
extraordinary mixture of Moslem and Byzantine attitudes.® Theologically,
such attitudes were very likely to express themselves in the Moslem abhor-
rence (as strong as the Jewish) of visual representations of religious subjects.
Neither Leo nor Yazid needed Jewish encouragement in this matter. The
only reason why something similar had not happened previously in Moslem
territory, was that Yazid’s father, ‘Abd al-Malik, was the first to achieve
sufficient internal stability for projects of this kind. There is no evidence
whatever of Jewish influence on Leo, apart from the obvious difficulty
presented by the forced baptisms, if this influence were supposed. Nor is
there any evidence of widespread Jewish missionary activity, which could
have included iconoclast propaganda, as some Byzantinists have suggested.#
But this tradition of Jewish influence may have another meaning. It may
reflect evident Jewish participation, on both sides of the frontiers, m the
actual destruction of the icons which, in Constantinople for example, im-
mediately followed the publication of the Imperial order. In other words,
it may point to another instance of contact between Jews and non-Jews
amongst the urban population, a contact which, apart from the usual
expressions of abuse, was the reason for that pronouncement of the Council
which stigmatized all the iconoclasts as Jews.4¢

The second problem arises from certain references to the Jews of Amorium
in Phrygia at the beginning of the gth century. It seems that the community
was a comparatively large one, and that, as in our other examples, it was
not isolated from its surroundings. In 838, on the eve of the capture of the
city by the Arabs, fighting broke out between Jews and Christians.+s All
this is no more than a parallel to much which has been noted for earlier
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periods. However, we are also told that, in Amorium, there had developed
a Judaizing sect which kept the whole of the Mosaic Law with the exception
of circumcision, and whose members invited Jews — men or women — to
be their spiritual guides. The Emperor Michael IT (820-829) was supposed
to have been brought up in this sect.#6 In order to estimate the historical
value of this story, it is necessary to understand that its main purpose was
to discredit Michael, the founder of the Amorian dynasty. The main
source for the gth century, which others copied, was largely written on
“Macedonian” instructions — that is, to suit the dynasty which overthrew
the Amorians, and wished to justify the methods employed. The assertion
of Michael’s Judaizing background, therefore, need be taken no more
seriously than various other Macedonian -assertions about his SUCCESSors,
most of which have been disproved by modern historians.+? It should also
be remembered that Michael, although more moderate than Leo, was an
iconoclast. Thus the whole story must be treated with caution, but, as in
our first example, this does not mean that it has to be entirely rejected.

What has been mentioned is all that is known about the Jews of Amorium
in our period. It is desirable, however, to study this description of a
Judaizing sect more closely. Jewish law has always given specific recognition
to one who has accepted some of its requirements but has not been willing
to go the whole way to conversion. The precise commitments of the former
have been very much disputed. They seem to have varied from an accept-
ance of all the six hundred and thirteen commandments with the exception
of circumcision, to a simple observance of the Noachic laws, The custom of
such a sympathizer’s being in the care of a Jewish family was also well
established.+s In later Roman and early Byzantine times, a cult of this
sort, now an organized sect, now a vague family custom, whose main
emphasis was on the Sabbath, persisted in Egypt, marked by the recurring
proper name ‘“‘Sambathion.”’#9 It was a continuation of the Apostle Paul’s
Dofoducvor tov Oeév (=“God-fearers”), who, as a matter of fact, were
often Phrygians, forming a chapter in that province’s long history of
Judeo-Hellenic, then Judeo-Christian, syncretism.so ’

There is a particular reason why these tendencies could have found
fresh expression in gth century Amorium. The town was a center for the
Athinganians, Christian sectarians who rejected all the complexities and
mysticisms of organized orthodoxy while emphasizing a puritan mono-
theism.st Their preaching could prepare men’s minds for the reception
of a simple faith with practical demands. To accept this possibility does not
entail asserting a proseletyzing fervor on the part of Amorian Jewry. It
entails the supposition of an opportunity for fundamental Jewish ideas to
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circulate among non-Jews; once again, in other words, the absence of a
social barrier between the two communities — which need not by any
means imply uniformly friendly relations.

Under the Macedonians, the last dynasty to concern us, the Jews suffered
twice — at the hands of Basil I and of Romanus I Lecapenus (920-944).
The reasons for these outbreaks are less clear than in our previous two
examples. It is true that both Basil and Romanus were involved in wars
with the Arabs which had their critical moments, but the period as a
whole is marked by Byzantine successes. In any event, the Empire was
never in the danger it had been between 630 and 717. The struggle against
Tslam and the preservation of Imperial unity certainly continued to be the
two basic problems in the Macedonian Age, explaining much in Byzartine
policy, including the unceasing endeavor to eliminate potentially disruptive
clements. The Macedonian decrees against the Jews must, therefore,
unquestionably be connected with the wars, not only on the Eastern
frontiers, but also in Byzantine Italy where the Arabs had by then become
a dangerous enemy.s But this is not the whole explanation. War with the
Arabs was, after all, the normal state of affairs.

Basil had a particular reason for fecling sensitive about religious dissen-
sion. He had to deal with the Paulicians, a Christian sect which was an
important element in the syncretic tendencies we have noted. It was
active in Phrygia, and; because its doctrine, too, was a fanatically puritan
monotheism, it was, in fact, often confused with the Athinganians in the
sources.® But it had another aspect. It was largely recruited from soldiers
who often fought, and sometimes defeated, the regular troops sent against
them. In 840, the Paulicians established a virtually independent frontier
state half in Byzantine, half in Arab territory, considerably strengthening
the interpenetration of Christian and Moslem influences. At the beginning
of Basil’s reign they allied themselves with the Emir of Melitene. A joint
Paulician-Arab force marched through Asia Minor almost to Ephesus,
before its destruction in a long and bloody campaign. It is likely that the
vague connection inevitably made by the authorities between Jews,
Moslems and heretics, particularly of the Athinganian-Paulician type, here
led to the further conclusion that such syncretism was not only theologically
deplorable but also practically extremely dangerous. The other motive
that Basil may have had was his interest to stand well with the Church. He
had to prove that, despite his humble origins (his career began in the
Imperial stables) and his path of treachery and murder to the throne, he
was a true Emperor with the theological abilities of his predecessors. He
appointed and demoted patriarchs. He confirmed Byzantine ecclesiastical
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domination in Bulgaria, Macedonia and on the Dalmatian coast.s+ It is
possible that he wished to show a similar success in Jewish affairs.

Mindful of the Church’s hesitations about the use of force, he began by
persuasion. We learn both from the principal Greek source for the period,
and from an interesting Italian Jewish source, the Chronicle of Ahimaaz,
that debates were arranged at which leading rabbis were invited to defend
their religion. And there were promises of material benefits should they
be convinced by their opponents and freely accept baptism for themselves
and their communities.ss It would certainly have been an impressive
triumph if Basil had succeeded where centuries of Christian polemic had
failed. Such a motive is an understandable one for the whole enterprise.
It was when persuasion brought no results that the decree of forced baptism
was issued, probably in 874.56 It is reasonable to assume that attempts to
apply the decree were made throughout the Empire. Its immediate
consequences are only known for Byzantine Italy, where some seem to have
been compelled to a show of Christian practices.s” The long-term consequen-
ces were exactly the same before. The great legal compendium of the
period, the Basilica, made no fundamental changes in what Justinian had
to say about the Jews — it continued to recognize and, in some sense even
protect, their religious and communal existence. The converts, in Italy
and elsewhere, returned to Judaism as quickly as they could.s

How long did the decree theoretically remain in force? The Chronicle
of Ahimaaz unequivocally states that the Emperor Leo VI, Basil’s son and
successor, explicitly annulled it. Exactly the same statement is made by
an independent Jewish source, The Vision of Daniel, an interesting apo-
calyptic text, with references of some historical value for the gth and roth
centuries.s® On the other hand, a rescript of the new Emperor, part of
a series probably constituting an addenda to the Basilica, regrets that
Basil had not been thorough enough, and declares that all Jews throughout
the Empire, who will not live according to the principles and practice of
Christianity, will henceforth be treated as apostates. It thus not only
contradicts the information given by the Jewish sources but also all that
has been emphasized about the Jews’ legal status.s¢ There is however no
confirmation anywhere of a persecution continuing in Leo’s reign. The
most likely explanation is that, at the beginning, Leo attempted to continue
his father’s policy, but quickly discarded it when he saw its ineffectiveness.

The causes of the persecution under Romanus are even harder to deter-
mine, and the actual date, too, is uncertain. It is difficult to see here a
reaction to any exceptional threat similar to the events which culminated
in Basil’s Paulician campaign. It may be that the immediate cause is to
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be found in a letter sent to Romanus from the Patriarch of Jerusalem,
announcing a mass conversion of Jews there to Christianity as a result of a
miraculous punishment of their boasts of victory in a Christian-Jewish
debate, and calling upon the Emperor to convert the Jews of Byzantium,
The approximate date of the decree can then also be inferred, since a copy
of the letter was read at the Council of Erfurt in gg2.6t The decree was
certainly in force eleven years later. The only source to mention a definite
date is the great Arab historian and geographer al-Mas‘adi (died g56), who
states that in the Year of the Hegira 332 (= 943) “the King of the Greeks
at the present time Aramanis (that is, Romanus) has converted the Jews
of his kingdom to Christianity and has coerced them.”s In any case, the
Jerusalem letter could only have been a pretext. It is unlikely that Romanus
paid much attention to a distant patriarch, or treated very seriously a tale
of mass Jewish conversions to Christianity in Moslem territory. Cogent
reasons could be found nearer home. On more than one occasion, Romanus
had been worsted in his attempts to preserve the land settlement against
the encroachments of the new magnates which spelt both economic and
political danger. In g2%, there had been a widespread and disastrous
famine. Towards the end of his reign, Romanus felt himself personally
threatened. A Macedonian only by marriage, he was ruling instead of the
legitimate heir, Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, who, in fact, engineered
his removal and that of his sons.s3 Although there is no evidence whatsoever
for a Jewish element in any of these troubles, the resulting feelings of
internal insecurity could have been responsible for the persecutlon — just
as external dangers had been responsible before.

We know that the persecution was severe, perhaps the most severe of the
four. Al-Mas‘Qidi tells us that, as a result, many Byzantine Jews fled to the
lands of the Khazars where — as is described elsewhere in this volume —
there were Jewish rulers.s4 The Vision of Daniel also says that Jews were
driven from Byzantium, but oddly puts it in the form that Romanus “will
persecute . (the Jews) by means of expulsion, not by destruction but merci-
fully” (mamnna Bax apnesa x9 Arena oowem).ss However, it seems that
the writer was inclined to favor the Macedonian dynasty and anyone
connected with it. He mentions Basil’s persecution, for instance, just as
do the other sources, but to balance this, as it were, he asserts that just
before it Basil had encouraged the building of synagogues.ss There is no
other mention of Romanus’ “merciful” method. We know that in Italy it
led to murder, imprisonment and suicide. Alone among the Emperors,
Romanus gained the name of yrmn “the wicked one.”’s? The persecution
ended in a remarkable way. The reports of what had happened in Italy
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reached the ears of Hasdai ibn Shaprut, Jewish minister at the Court of
Cordova, who wrote either to Helena, Romanus’ daughter and Cons-
stantine’s wife, or to Constantine himself after he had seized his rightful
inheritance. In any case, the persecutions were stopped.s® The Vision of
Daniel speaks of Constantine in glowing terms.s?

The last hundred and fifty years before the Crusades seem to have been
peaceful for the Jews. A passage in a Syriac source, at the beginning of the
11th century, speaks of the toleration and protection that the Byzantines
afford the Jews in their realm. They allow them

openly to adhere to their religion, and to build their synagogues. . .
The Jew . . . may say, “Iama Jew.” . . . No one brings it up to him,
restrains him, or puts any difficulties in his way.70

The Vision of Daniel, in contrast to the usual apocalyptic denunciations
of the two Romes — East and West — without distinction, declares that
it is old Rome that will suffer in the Last Days, while the Messiah will
inaugurate his rule from Constantinople.” It has been pointed out above
that this source is not impartial. But even if its excessive praise of Byzantine
rule be somewhat discounted, like the optimistic description of conditions
in the previous quotation, it may at least be inferred that the situation had
really improved and that there were no attempts at coercion on the part
of the authorities. On the contrary: we know that Jewish refugees from the
persecutions of the Fatimid ruler al-FHakim fled from Egypt to Byzantium,
while the greatest of the Macedonians, Basil IT (976-1025), brought a Jewish
scholar from Moslem Cyprus to settle a Christian dispute about the
calendar.”

We may finish this historical sketch with a curious incident from the
year 1096. The approach of the Crusaders had engendered a confused
excitement which affected both Jews and Christians. In Salonica, there
were those from both communities who saw visions. The Jews stopped
work, put on their prayer shawls and, with the full approval of the Governor
and the Archbishop, awaited the coming of the Messiah “in great se-
curity.”” We shall discuss the implications of this story in a different
context but, whatever interpretation may be put on it, it points to good
relations between the Jew and his fellows.

F. Sociar anp Economic CONDITIONS

Thus Jewish life in Byzantium, during most of the period covered by
this chapter, remained fixed within a legal and social framework which
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four anti-Jewish outbursts left unshaken. If we wish to learn what kind
of life this really was — what actually were the rights and disabilities that
this framework embodied — we have to confess that our material, because
of its scarcity, will not fall into any chronological order, but can only
provide disparate pieces of information which, in the absence of evidence
to the contrary, have to be taken as valid for the whole three hundred
years or so of our survey. Legal disabilities, first of all, known to us chiefly
from the Basilica, cannot have been very burdensome. The most com-
prehensive one was exclusion from service in the armed forces or in any
government position. The latter provision could, indeed, have had some
significance. The Empire had a vast and properly functioning civil service,
including many lucrative posts, very different from the shaky urban
administrations of the 5th and 6th centuries in which responsibilities were
often imposed as penalties.’+ Jews were forbidden to buy Christian slaves,
a prohibition with little practical importance. Slavery in Byzantium,
although an accepted institution and a normal item of trade, was based
on prisoners of war or imports from non-Christian lands.’s Apart from
these exceptions, there were no restrictions on employment, and none on
economic activities which did not affect the Christian as they did the Jew.

This situation was a reflection of the economy as a whole. Money and
trade circulated freely under a certain amount of central supervision.
There are two striking examples. The first is the taking of interest : forbidden
in the West, it was permitted in Byzantium at a rate fixed by the govern-
ment. It was an ordinary financial operation, without which trade could
scarcely have flourished. There was no moral stigma attached to it and
it was not left to the Jews. In fact, the biggest lender of money was often
the Church.?s The second is the sale and purchase of land. This, as we have
seen, was closely connected with military security and was as strictly
controlled as the Emperors could manage. The only additional restriction
on the Jews was a prohibition to deal in estates belonging to the Church.”
Nor was there any other legal bar to the possession of urban property. We
are told of Jews with their own houses both in Constantinople and in the
provinces.’®

Whether the Jews of Byzantium paid any special tax is a question that
has never been satisfactorily answered. On the one hand, there are no
references whatever in the legislation to any sort of fiscal discrimination
after the reign of Justinian.”? On the other, it seems on the face of it im-
probable that the widespread practice of taxing a permitted religious
minority was waived by the Byzantine authorities. Nearly all the references
we do have admit of more than one interpretation. Most of those, for

[67]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

example, which speak of Jews being freed from taxation are ambiguous:
even in such instances where remission appears as a bribe to secure converts,
it is not clear whether a special Jewish tax is meant or not.s® The letter
about the Messianic excitement in Salonica could be an exception, for
it may imply that, while awaiting the Last Days, the Jews were freed from
two separate sorts of taxes.’s The only explicit references we have are,
first, the assertion of the gth century Persian geographer Ibn Khurradadhbih
that the Jews of Byzantium paid both a head tax and a family tax and,
secondly, an Imperial rescript of the year 1049 granting a monastery the
proceeds of a tax on fifteen Jewish families.s2 The silence of the legislative
sources, however, suggests the conclusion that, if there was discriminatory
taxation, it was no more than sporadically levied. It is difficult to believe,
on the evidence, that it was standard procedure for the whole of our
period.#

More derogatory than any of these restrictions and discriminations,
known or supposed, were the regulations of the courts which discriminated
against the Jews not very differently from the custom in medieval Europe.
Jews could not testify in cases involving Christians on either side. Even
disputes over religious matters between Jews were subject to the over-riding
authority of Imperial law and practice. Only in civil litigation between
Jews could Jewish testimony before Jewish judges carry some weight.s
Finally, ‘it is even likely, that the oath more judaico — the formula to be
pronounced' by the Jewish party to a case — in its various versions, all
with their contemptuous references to the Jewish faith, was a Byzantine
invention.®’s On the other hand, as we have emphasized, the law gave the
Jews its protection, The rite of circumcision was officially permitted. A Jew
could not be forced to work on the Sabbath or on his Holydays. Synagogues
were recognized as places of worship. They could be kept in repair and,
although there was a formal prohibition againts the building of new ones,
it was not one which was often enforced. Violence was not to be offered
to the community. A Christian was “not to disturb unoffending Jews.”ss In
short, there were real rights, as well as real disabilities. The Jew was a
citizen of the Empire, although a second class one. He was not loved but
he was normally not interfered with. His lot was usually better than that
of the Christian heretic.®”

This comparative freedom of action is well illustrated by Jewish participa-
tion in certain occupations. We know that there were Jewish physicians,
apart from the famous South Italian Shabbethai Donnolo in the 1oth
century, for the Council of 692 attempted to discourage Christians from
consulting them.#* Much more important as an indication of the absence
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of serious social obstacles, is the presence of Jews in industry, not as buyers
and sellers, but as skilled artisans. There were Jewish workers in metal,
Jewish finishers of woven materials, Jewish dyers and Jewish makers of
silk garments.s® The last example is especially significant. The manufacture
of silk cloth and silk products was a strict government monopoly. The
workers engaged in it had to belong to guilds more or less under government
supervision.?® These guilds were thus willing to admit Jews as members.
The centers of the industry were at Thebes and Salonica. If we may believe
our information about the latter on the eve of the Crusades, it was actually
Jews working in a highly important industry who were given leave of
“absence to await the Messiah.

There were, of course, Jews active in commerce. But they were only one
element among many and were not conspicuous. It is, indeed, not so easy
to find references to their being engaged in this activity in the sources for
our period.st There is also very little evidence of social pressure, as distinct
from legal enactments, to force Jews into occupations considered un-
pleasant or despicable. Jewish tanners do not appear before the 12th
century. It is worth noting that the employment of a Jew as public
executioner, a practice that probably spread to other Mediterranean
countries from Byzantium, is not known before a Jew was ordered to put
out the eyes of the unfortunate Emperor Romanus IV in 1072.2 The
majority of Byzantine Jewry lived in the towns. It is precisely the preserva-
tion of urban life in the Empire, in contrast to its decay in the West, which
was the basis for the community’s measure of stability and social integration.
But there is evidence of a similar situation in the countryside, where we
find Jews actively engaged in farming, as well as Jewish owners of land.?

The question arises whether these opportunities brought with them
assimilation and the decline of the Jews as a community. Our only real
evidence for communal life and organization in this period is confined to
Byzantine Italy. Our general conclusion must be that there was no loss
of Jewish identity. For example, there was no inclination to abandon the
Jewish quarter (although we know of no regulation forbidding this) which
in Constantinople was first in the bronze workers’ district (adjacent to the
present “Covered” or “Egyptian” Bazaar) and later in Pera, across the
Golden Horn — more or less the center of the community until modern
times.? Again, there is no evidence of intermarriage with those closest to
Judaism, as in Amorium, where it might have been expected — although,
of course, it was an offense in law.ss If language is taken as a test of assimila- -
tion, it seems that Greek hardly encroached upon Hebrew. At least since
the time of Justinian, the portions of the Law read in the synagogue had

[691]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

been followed by a Greek translation. The synagogue officials were often
known by the Greek titles given them by the government authorities. But it
1s only at a very much later period that there is any further development in
this direction when, for example, the Book of Esther at Purim and the
portion of the Prophets for the Afternoon Service of the Day of Atonement
were both recited in Greek.%s As far as written Greek is concerned, the
only known instance at this period is a fragment of a Hebrew-Greek
dictionary of Talmudic terms.®” Greek may have been spoken, but Hebrew
remained the language of the community: it was the language of private
correspondence even, it seems, for the women of the family.?s
Familiarity with Hebrew did not, of course, necessarily imply Hebrew
scholarship. We shall find nothing substantial, in this respect, for most
of our period, if once again we exclude Byzantine Italy.9s However, the
11th century saw the beginning of a particular intellectual activity which
had more than a local interest. The community became gradually involved
in disputes with the Karaites, sectarians who rejected the Oral Law — that
15, the traditional Rabbinic interpretation of the Scriptures.to0 It is not
known when, precisely, Karaism spread to Byzantium from its original
Palestinian centers. It may have been during the reign of John II Tzimisces
(969-976), when parts of Syria and Palestine temporarily became Imperial
territory.t0t The earliest definite reference is to the year 1028 when three
Karaites were included among seven Jews captured by Arabs, and sub-
sequently ransomed, while on a trading voyage from Attaleia (modern
Antalya, west of Mersin).102 About twenty years later, we learn of the first
Byzantine Karaite scholar, Tobiah ben Moses, who was born in Constan-
tinople and educated by the Karaites of Jerusalem. He is known for his
Hebrew translations of Karaite works written in Arabic, and for some -
liturgical poetry. Above all, he is known as the virtual founder of the whole
movement in Byzantium. His lengthy commentary on the Book of Leviticus
was, in fact, a full-scale polemic against orthodox or ‘““Rabbanite” views.102
Tobiah was the first of many who used the learning they acquired in
Jerusalem to spread Karaite propaganda amongst the Byzantine Jews.
Another such was Jacob ben Simeon, towards the end of the century, who
on his return to Constantinople translated a work on a specially controver-
sial question — the definition of the prohibited degrees of marriage.tos
About the same time, Jacob ben Reuben translated a popular compilation
of basic Karaite commentaries and decisions for the benefit of his fellow-
sectarians in Byzantium.!os As prolonged and as bitter as the dispute
between Karaites and Rabbanites over the prohibited degrees, was the
dispute over the correct fixing of the liturgical calendar. Of this, too, there
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is a Byzantine example near the end of the 11th century, probably from
Constantinople. The dispute became so violent, indeed, that the government
authorities intervened and the community was heavily fined.1es However,
Karaite scholarship really began to flourish in Byzantium, as did the
scholarship needed for its refutation, in the following century, when a
period of comparative stability succeeded the turmoils of the First Crusade.
It was then that a better-known Tobiah — R. Tobiah ben Eliezer of
Kastoria — devoted much of his labors to arguments against the innovators,
who were growing considerably in numbers.197 It was then that Byzantium
became one of the important centers of the controversy, largely because
-its cultural and economic opportunities attracted both Karaites and
" Rabbanites to immigrate there from Moslem territory.

These later developments have a wider significance. They are an example
of the community’s general expans1on It became, eventually, one of the
sources for new Jewish settlements in Russia and Poland, and continued to
draw immigrants both from the East and from many Western countries.
It is this which gives its comparatively obscure status during our period
a fundamental historical interest. It survived both persecution and the
dangers of a relatively friendly milieu. And it was the peculiarities of its
non-Jewish background which made possible the preservation of both its
own continuity in that corner of the Mediterranean and the material
prosperity which provided a fertile soil for future growth and development.
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REj, 65 (1913), 161-80; 66 (1913), 1-43,
213-45.

51 On this sect, see J. Starr, “An Eastern
Christian Sect: the Athinganoi,” The
Harvard  Theological Review, 29 (1936),
93-106; and cf. J. B. Bury, 4 History of the
Eastern Roman Empire, London, 1912, p. 78.
52 Ostrogorsky, op. ¢it., p. 201; cf. below,
pp- 106 fI.

53 See, for example, Theophanis chrono-
graphia, 1, pp. 488 (22-25), 494 (33) —495
(3). On the Paulicians, see H. Grégoire,
“Les sources de lhistoire des Pauliciens,”
Bulletin de U Académie Royale de Belgique, 22
(1936), 95-114.

54 Ostrogorsky, op. cit., p. 210.

55 For a characterization of this remar-
kable work, the Chronicle of Ahimaaz, see
elsewhere in this volume, and for this
episode, pp. 1046, below. Cf. also Theo-
phanes Continuatus, p. 341.

56 See Ddlger, op. cit., no. 478, for refe-
rences to the sources and the possible date;
cf. Starr, Jews in the Byzantine Empire, p. 127.
57 See below, pp. 104-6.

58 Theophanes Continuatus, p. 342; for
Italy, cf. pp. 105-6, below.

59 The Vision of Daniel has been printed
with a commentary by L. Ginzberg,
Ginzei Schechter, New York, I, 1928, pp.
313-23; and by Ibn Shemuel, op. cit., pp.
232-52. It probably belongs to the late
roth century; see Ibn Shemuel’s refutation
(tbid., pp. 243—4), supported by Baron,
op. cit., III, p. 317 note 12, of the theory
that it is a 13th century source advanced
by S. Krauss, “Un nouveau texte pour
Phistoire judéo-byzantine,” RE7F, 87 (1929),
16—27. There are references in it to the last
Amorian and the first four Macedonian
Emperors; it concludes with a purely
apocalyptic section. For the reference to
Leo VI, see Ginzberg, op. cit., p. 319; Ibn
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Shemuel, op. cit., p. 250; cf. Starr, op. ait.,
p- 140; and see below, p. 188.

60 Novella 55 — J. and P. Zepos, Ius
graecoromanum; Darmstadt, 1962, 1, p. 125.
The penalty for apostasy was confiscation
of property; see the reference to the sources
in Starr, op. cit., Pp- 145, 147-8.

61 Délger, op. cit., no. 624; cf. Starr,
op..¢it., p. 151; and pp. 107-8, 116, below.
62 Al Mas‘idi, Murij adh-Dhahab, ed. and
trans. by C. Barbier de Meynard and Pavet
de Courteille, Les Prairies d’Or, Paris, 1861,
I1; pp. 8-9. On the writer, see R. A.
‘Nicholson, A Literary History of the Arabs
"(2nd ‘ed.), Cambridge, 1930, pp. 352—4.
63 Ostrogorsky, op. ¢it., p. 248.

64 See below, p. 335.

65  Ginzberg, op. cit., p. 320; Ibn Shemuel,
op. cit., pp. 250—1; Starr, op. cit.,, p. 152.
66 Ginzberg, op. cit., p. 319; Ibn Shemuel,
op. cit., pp. 249-50; cf. Starr, op. cit.,
pp- 134-5, who for “npn has “community”
instead of ‘“synagogue,” thus making the
Emperor’s benefactions wider, but has no
explanation for the passage.

67 The Cambridge Document, however
uncertain its information about the
Khazars, is unambiguous about Romanus
ven and his forced conversions. For this
passage see S. Schechter, “An Unknown
Khazar Document,” FQR (n.s.), 3 (1912—-3),
208 (Hebrew), 217 (English); A. Kahana,
Sifrut ha-Historia ha-Yisra’elit, Warsaw, I,
1922, p. 47; cf. Starr, op. cit., p. 152. On the
Cambridge Document, see D. M. Dunlop,
The History of the Jewish Khazars, Princeton,
1954, pPp- 155—70, and the same author,
below, chapter XIV.

68 Many problems raised by Hasdai’s
letter to Constantinople have not been
solved, but its basic authenticity has not
been seriously questioned; see the bib-
liography on this given by Baron, op. cit.,
I11, pp. 305-6 note 4o0.

69 Ibn Shemuel, op. ¢it., p. 251, emending

Ginzberg, who from here to the end of the
document admitted he could make liitle of
the text.

70 Elias bar Shindyi, al-Burhin ‘ald Sahih
al-Iman, quoted by Starr, op. cit., p, 246
{(text); p. rgo (trans.). The writer was
Metropolitan of Nisibis and is a reliable

contemporary source for the period; see
W. Wright, 4 Short History of Syriac Litera-
ture, London, 1894, pp. 235-9.

71 Ibn Shemuel, op. cit., pp. 251—=2.

72 Starr, op. cit.,, pp. 184-5.

73 The letter of which this incident is the
central topic, and of which both the writer
and addressee are uncertain, but which,
from internal evidence, belongs to the end
of the 11th century, was first printed by
A. Neubauer, “Egyptian Fragments,” FOR
(0.s.), 9 (1897), 27—9, and then in a better
version by J. Mann, “Messianic Movements
during the First Crusades” (Hebrew),
ha-Tequfa, 23 (1925), 253—9. An English
translation and commentary are to be
found in Starr, op. cit., pp. 203-8.

74 Basilica, 1, 1, 47; I, 1, 30 — D. Heim-
bach, Ba.rzlmmtm libr: LX Leipzig, 1, 1833,
p- 22; for Starr’s translation and comparison
of these and subsequent references, see note
10, above. Justinian, for exa.mple, actually
compelled Jews to serve on city councils
(Nowella 45 of the year 537); cf. P. N. Ure,
Justinian and His Age, London, 1951, pp.
112—-3. For a summary of the legal position
as a whole, see Starr, op. cit., pp. 18—26.
75 On slavery in Byzantium, see Ostro-
gorsky, op. cit., p. 168 note 1.

76  On the laws of interest, also a product
of the great 7th century reforms, see W.
Ashburner, The Rhodian Sea-Law, Oxford,
1909; on the Church as money-lender, see
the biography of John the Almsgiver, E.
Dawes and N. H. Baynes, Three Byzantine
Saints, Oxford, 1948, chap. 10.

77 Basilica, 1, 1, 53; cf. Starr, op. cit., p. 19.
78 On Constantinople, .see Michael
Attaleiates, Historia, Corpus Scriptorum
Historiae Byzantinae, Bonn, 1853, p. 250.
On part'of a house given in a bride’s dowry
at Mastaura, see J. Mann, The Fews in
Egypt and in Palestine under the Fatimid
Caliphs, Oxford, II, 1922, pp. 94-6.

79 In 429, the ayrum coronarium, the
voluntary contribution for the upkeep of
the Jewish Patriarchate, was turned into a
tax imposed by the Imperial treasury:
Codex Theodosianus, 16, 8, 29 (Theodosiani
libri XVI, 1, p. 8g5); repeated in Codex
lustinianus, 1, 9, 17.

80  For example, Michael II, because of his
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supposed Jewish sympathies: Theophanes
Continuatus, p., 48; cf. A, Andréades, “Les
Juifs et le fisc dans Pempire byzantin,” in
M¢élanges Charles Diehl, Paris, 1930, I, pp.
28-9; and F. Délger, “Die Frage der
Judensteuer in Byzanz,” Vierteljahrschrift
Siir Sozial- und Wirtschafisgeschichte, 26 (1933),
11 (Regesten, no. 414); Basil I, among the
inducements for conversion, Theophanes
Continuatus, p. 341, where the language
might admit the interpretation that this
was some special tax,

81 Two terms are used: n>ubu = “head-
tax” and ogwny. The latter could mean
a tax with punitive intentions.

82 Ibn Khurradadhbih, Kitab ai-Masalik
wa-"l-Mamalik, trans. by C. Barbier de
Meynard, “Le livre des routes et des
provinces,” Fournal Asiatique (6th series), 5
(1865), 480. It may be that he was only
extrapolating the Islamic jizpa and khardj
(= ‘“head-tax” and ‘‘hearth tax”) on
unbelievers. “The same objection applies to
an identical assertion of al-Marwazi (11th
century) — which could also be simply a
copy: cf. V. Minorsky, “Marvasi on the
Byzantines,” Mg¢élanges Henri Grégoire, 2
(1950) (Annuaire de PInstitut de Philologie
et d’Histoire Orientales et Slaves, Toms
10, 1950), 458. For the Imperial rescript,
see Dolger, Regesten, no. 892.

83 Starr, who was inclined to support
Andréadés in his opinion that there was
no special Jewish tax, eventually seems to
have agreed with Délger that there was:
cf. J. Starr, Romania: the Fewries of the
Levant after the Fourth Crusade, Paris, 1949,
pp- 111, 116 note 3.

84  Basilica, 1, 1, 34; 1, 1, 40.

85 In its complete form it first appears
in the 'Enagyuov Bifhiov — ““Book of the
Eparch,” or city governor, and is a piece
of Basilian legislation; see Zepos, op. cit.,
L, p. 375 - .

8 Bmlua, Is I, 16; I, 1, 375 I, 1, 44; I’ I,
47; cf. Starr, Fews in the Byzantine Empire,
p- 24.

87 The most obvious expressions of hostility
were, of course, the polemics of the Church,
which did not differ from the Western
kind. The difference was the effect they
had on the secular authorities. For examples
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of both, see A. L. Williams, Adversus Fudacos.
A Bird’s-Eye View of Christian Apologiae until
the Renaissance, Cambridge, 1935.

88 Mansi, op. cit., vol. 11, col. 945.

8 This is a reasonable inference: the
original Jewish quarter in Constantinople
was that of the bronze craftsmen (see note
94, below). There is a reference to at least
one Jewish silversmith (Starr, op. cit., p.
183). On woven fabrics, see ihid.,, p. 167;
on dyers, see J. Starr, “The Epitaph of a
Dyer in Corinth,” Byzantinisch-neugriechische
Jahrbiicher, 12 (1936), 42—9; on makers of
silk garments, the information is of a later
date (Benjamin of Tudela), but there is
no reason to question its earlier applicabi-
lity: see Starr, Fews in the Byzantine Empire,
pp- 28-9.

% R. S. Lopez, “Silk Industry in the
Byzantine Empire,” Speculum, 20 (1945),
1-9, 23—4.

91 For our period, their activities are
mostly to be inferred from reports in
Alexandria of ransomed Jews who had been
captured at sea; cf. Mann, op. ¢it., I, p. 87.
92 Michael Attaleiates, op. cit., p. 178;
cf. S. Assaf, “Jewish Executioners” (Heb-
rew), Tarbiz, 5 (1934), 2246 (reprinted in
Megorot u-Mehqgarim be-Toledot Yisrd'el, Jeru-
salem, 1946, pp. 252—4); M. Lewin, “Eine
Notiz zur Geschichte der Juden im byzan-
tinischen Reiche,” MGWJY, 19 (1870),
117-22; cf. C. Roth, “European Jewry in
the Dark Ages: a Revised Picture,”
HUCA, 23, 2 (1950-1), 156-8.

9 On Jewish farmers in the Antioch
region, see C. H. Kraeling, ‘““The Jewish
Community at Antioch,” Fournal of Biblical
Literature, 51 (1932), 133. There is no
reason to doubt that the ample evidence
in the Chronicle of Ahimaaz for later periods
is applicable to other parts of the Empire.
94 On this district, see Theophanis chro-
nographia, I, p. 248 (5-8). On the location
of subsequent districts, see W. Heyd,
Histoire du commerce du Levant au moyen dge,
Paris, 1936, I, pp. 249-52; A. Galanté,
Les Fuifs de Constantinople sous Byzance,
Istanbul, 1940, pp. 23-5.

85 . Chronique de Michel le Syrien, 111, p. 72,
gives the Emperor Michael II a Jewish
grandfather — but this is just an echo of
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Macedonian scandalmongering. For the
law on intermarriage, see Bastlica, I, 1, 38.

9 On the synagogue, see Galanté, op. cit.,
pp- 36-9. A dispute over reading the Torah
in Greek was the pretext for Justinian’s
interference which led to his rescript (see
above, note 10). The first reference to a
Greek version of the Haftara for the
Afternoon Service on the Day of Atonement
is by R. Elijah Capsali (Candia, middle of
the 16th century: see Ligqufim Shonim mi-
Sefer de-Bei Eliyahu, ed. by M. Lattes, Padua,
1869,
Tnp. See Galanté, op. cit.,, p. 39, for a
‘reference to the reading of the Book of
Esther in Greek.

97 J. Starr, “A Fragment of a Greek
Mishnaic Glossary,” PAAJR, 6 (1935),
353-67.

98 Cf., for example, the idiomatic Hebrew
of a lady named Maliha: Mann, op. cit.,
II, pp. 306-7.

99 Cf. chapter VIII, below.

100 There will be fuller treatment of the
Karaites in another volume of this work.
101 Ankori, op. ¢it., pp. 86-104.

102 See note gI, above.

p. 22), but it is referred to fas a yun .

103 Starr, Jfews in the Byzantine Empire,
pp- 242-3. For the commentary Ozar
Nehmad (““A Desirable Treasure™), see the
very detailed analysis by Ankori, ap. ¢it.,
Pp. 418-43.

104 This was Segfer ka-‘Arayot (““The Book
of Incest’’), the work of the great Jerusalem
Karaite Abiti ’l-Faraj Furgin (Yeshu‘a
b. Yehuda): see J. Mann, Texts and
Studies tn Jewish History and Literature, 11,
Philadelphia, 1935, pp. 34-9.

105 Sefer ha-*Osher (““The Book of Riches™):
see Ankori, op. ¢it., pp. 196-8.

106  Starr, op. ¢il., pp. 182-4.

107 QOn the growth of Byzantine Karaism
from the r2th century onwards, see Mann,
op. cit., pp. 288-93; for the 500 Karaites
separated from 2,000 Rabbanites by a fence
in Pera (Constantinople), see The Itinerary
of Benjamin of Tudela, pp. 16-7 (text
reprinted by Ankori, op. cit., pp. 144-5
note 221); on the works of Tobiah b.
Eliezer, especially his commentary Leqal
Tov (*“Good Doctrine™), see ibid., pp.
261-80; cf. also M. Molho, Histoire des
Israélites de Castoria, Salonica, 1938, pp.
11-4; and see below, pp. 185-6.
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Byzantine Jewry has not attracted anything
like the attention devoted to other Jewish
communities. This has been partly because
Byzantine studies themselves have until
recently been a comparatively neglected
field. Partly however the reason has been
the relative paucity of the material — in
striking contrast, for example, to the wealth
available on the neighboring, admittedly
more important, communities under Islamic
rule. Most references in the Jewish sources
are short and often obscure, if we exclude
Byzantine Italy; the non-Jewish sources
usually confine themselves to notices of the
persecutions or to legal enactments.
The founder of modern research was S.
Krauss. Today, his poineer essay, Studien
zur byzantinisch-fiidischen Geschichte, Leipzig,
1914 (also in XXI Fakresbericht der Israelitisch-
Theologischen Lehranstalt in Wien fiir das
Schuljahr 19rg/1g9r4, Vienna, 1914) — an
earlier, and shorter, version of which
constitutes the article “Byzantine Empire”
in the JFewish Encyclopedia — has only
historiographical interest, because of the
tremendous advances in the printing of
- critical editions of the sources made
during the last fifty years. Byzantine Jewry
was given an entirely new dimension by
the brilliant American Jewish scholar J.
Starr whose untimely death, shortly after
the Second World War, was a serious blow
to all historical scholarship. His collection
of source-references, The Fews in the Byzan-
tine Empire, 641-1204, Athens, 1939, is
fundamental. This chapter has drawn
heavily on this work, as it has on many
other of his contributions. Next in impor-
tance to Starr, was probably J. Mann —
for his comments on material with a
Byzantine interest from the Cairo Genizah.
They are chiefly to be found in his Texts and
Studies in Jewish History and Literature, 1,
Cincinnati, 1931, though there are also
interesting items in vol. 2 (Philadelphia,
1935) and in The Fews in Egypt and Palestine
under the Fatimud Caliphs, 2 vols., Oxford,
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1920-1922. Another collection of Jewish
sources, mystical or allegorical in character
but with valuable historical allusions to
Byzantine events, are the texts edited by
Y. Ibn Shemuel, Midrsshe: G2 ulla (2nd ed.),
Jerusalem, 1954. So far as specialist articles
are concerned, apart from those of Starr
and Mann, we should note those by S. D.
Goitein and by S. Assaf, mainly on social
and economic subjects belonging to the end
of our period. The most complete biblio-
graphy ‘where many of them, together with
other useful references, are listed is to be
found in Z. Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium:
the Formative Years, 970-1100, New York &
Jerusalem, 1959. The book itself, although
essentially a study in doctrinal and com-
munal controversy, can be profitably
consulted on this chapter as a whole.
Specific problems have occasionally attract-
ed scholars in the general Byzantine field.
The outstanding example has been the
controversy over the question of a Jewish
tax. The protagonists were F. Délger,
notably in “Die Frage der Judensteuer in
Byzanz,” Vierteljahrschrift fiir Sozial- und
Wirtschaftsgeschichte, 26 (1933), 1-24, and
A. Andréadés, notably in “Les Juifs et le
fisc dans l'empire byzantin,” M¢élanges
Charles Diehl, Paris, 1930, I, pp. 7-29. On
the other hand, general Jewish historians
have occasionally had something to say
about the Byzantine community. We
should especially note the sections included
by S. W. Baron, again valuable for their
bibliographical information, in 4 Social
and Religious History of the Fews (2nd ed.),
New York and Philadelphia, 195260,
vols. I11, IV and V,

So far as the Byzantine background
is concerned, by far the best modern
work is by G. Ostrogorsky, History of
the Byzantine State, revised 2nd ed. trans-
lated by J. M. Hussey, Oxford, 1956;
and with illustrations and an Introduction
by Peter Charanis, New Brunswick,
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HERACLIUS AND MAHOMET

THE SPEED AND EXTENT OF THE ORIGINAL ARAB EXPANSION HAS ALWAYS
impressed historians. Mahomet died in 632: twenty years later
Palestine, Syria, Egypt and Armenia had fallen to the new invader,
the remains of the Persian Empire had been obliterated and the new
religion had been carried to India. By 697, North Africa had been
completely conquered, by 712, Spain; by 720, the Arabs had
penetrated into the south of France.! Almost as impressive, however,
is the way in which this expansion was halted. In the West, the
Arabs had travelled far from their centres of origin, their impetus had
slackened and their defeat between Tours and Poitiers in 732 was
not so decisive an event as has at times been supposed. But, in
the East, their armies were continually recruited from bases in
Arabia and Iraq and their attacks continued with unabated vigour.
It was the Byzantine Empire, weakened by the loss of many territories, .
particularly by the loss of Egypt, its richest province, which had to
withstand the full force of these attacks.. After 660, a yearly series
of campaigns commenced against Byzantine Asia Minor. Between
672 and 678, Constantinople itself was almost constantly besieged.?
In the last years of the century, the imperial succession was disputed
and internal disorder was added to the pressure on the frontiers.?
Moreover, the Arabs were not the only enemies of the empire.
Previous to the Arab incursions, it had only just begun to recover
from a Persian invasion, and, during the whole of the century,
it had to maintain its defences against Slavs and Bulgars in the north.
Nevertheless, in 718, the Emperor Leo III was able to inflict a
crushing blow on the Arabs, Constantinople was saved and the danger
of an earlier Islamic penetration of the Balkans, with incalculable
consequences for Europe, was averted. How did the empire
survive? Part of the answer must be sought in the work of the
emperors who reigned for the hundred years before Leo came to the
throne and whose work, therefore, has far more than a Byzantine
significance.*

The fundamental achievement of Heraclius (610-641), the first
of these emperors, and one with which all the other developments
in the life of the empire during the seventh century were ultimately
connected, was a complete reform of the Byzantine army. The
essential problem of the later Roman Empire had always been a
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military one. The Arab onslaught was merely the last in a long
series to test the imperial defences. After the attempt of Justinian I
to reconquer the West had failed, it was only the emphasis of that
problem which had shifted. Instead of Vandals, Goths and
Lombards, the chief enemies of the empire, before the Arabs came
on the scene, were the Avars, the Slavs and the Persians. The
problem, however, remained the same: the paramount need to
keep an effective army in the field for the defence of the imperial
frontier. Justinian’s schemes had depleted imperial resources and
had disorganized the army. The position worsened under his
worthless successor Justin II (§565-578), and neither Tiberius II
(578-582) nor Maurice (582-602) were able to retrieve it.> Civil
and military administration alike disintegrated during the reign of
Phocas (602-610). Slav and Avar incursions increased, while
Persian armies overran the whole of Asia Minor and reached the
shores of the Bosphorus. The disasters which the empire then
suffered may, indeed, have been a major cause of the ease with which
the Arabs won their initial victories thirty years later.®

Thus, at the accession of Heraclius, the army was in a chaotic
condition, and his first urgent task was to transform it into a force
which could be effective against the victorious Persians. There is
good evidence of the thorough manner in which he carried it out.
There are, for example, a number of references to military reform
by a contemporary poet, George of Pisidia, who asserts that the
emperor found the army so disorganized that he was forced to teach
it the art of war from the very beginning.” The main source for the
period, the Chronographia of Theophanes, contains the interesting
‘statement that, in 613, Heraclius tried to discover all the men who
had taken part in the revolt against Maurice but could only find two
— clearly an exaggeration, for no disorganization could have been
quite so thorough — which probably reflects a strong tradition about
the thoroughness of the Heracleian reform.®? More solid material -
is provided by a military manual entitled the Straregicon, a work of
-remarkable interest containing a complete and detailed account of
army recruitment and organization.® ‘There are chapters on training,
equipment, pay, leave, discipline, and the type of troops to be
included in the order of battle'®, with a full description of every
formation ; from which it is possible to reconstruct the composition of
-a typical szratos or army (roughly equivalent in function to a modern
division) including the number of officers and men in every subsidiary
unit,’* and possible to assign, with a fair degree of exactness, the
place of each in the military hierarchy with his actual task while on
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active service'* The authorship of the Strategicon is uncertain, but
its references to particular enemies of the empire suggest that it was
composed at the end of the sixth or at the beginning of the seventh
century.’® Few, if any, of its provisions, however, could have been
applied in the confusion at the end of the reign of Maurice or during
the reign of Phocas, and it is reasonable to associate it with the new
spirit in the army engendered by the Heracleian reform. It opened a
new chapter in the history of Byzantine army organization. For the
first time, the government possessed a coherent written code for its
fighting forces to which reference could always be made, and which
ensured an unprecedented degree of efficiency, even if only a
proportion of its instructions was ever put into practice.

The most important aspect of the army reform, however, and
one which had wider implications, is illustrated by another, perhaps
even more interesting text, the so-called * Byzantine Mutiny Act.”
The whole of it is an exposition of military law, considerably expanding
the sections on discipline in the Strategicon, and very probably
compiled under the inspiration of the other military measures
initiated by Heraclius, for whom the strengthening of discipline
must have been an obvious step.’* Its significance in the general
picture of the Heracleian reforms is its indication of a great increase
in severity since the time of Justinian. Of the fifty-three sections
dealing with punishable offences, only twenty-nine are to be found
in the Digests or the Code, and , for six of these, the punishments
have been increased. Only one secton is milder in tone.’®* The
changes, therefore, that took place in the army under Heraclius
produced a more efficient and disciplined force than the empire
had seen for years. It was a weapon which could be used with far
greater confidence than had for long been possible, and eventually
its worth was proved. A series of campaigns was launchéd against
the Persians, the lost territories were regained and the Persian power
was finally broken,1¢

The reform of the army, however, had wider consequences. It
brought about far-reaching changes in the whole life of the empire.
Firsdy, it affected the newly reconquered provinces. The Roman
Emperor Diocletian had sought to safeguard himself from usurpers
by prohibiting his provincial governors the exercise of both civil and
military power. Ever since the time of Justinian, however, there had
been a tendency to undo his work, particularly in the West where,
during the sixth century, an almost perpetual state of emergency
made such a division impracticable, and where finally the exarchates
of Italy and Africa once more united civil and military powers in the
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* person of one imperial official.!” Although, towards the end of
the century, affairs in the East began to claim greatet and greater
attention, there is no evidence of the new system being applied to
the government of the eastern provinces. The end of the century
witnessed the decline of the army, and the exercise of military powers
could serve no useful purpose so long as the army itself was in a state
of disorganization. It is precisely after the reform had been carried
out and after its results had been tested in battle that references toa
somewhat similar development in Asia Minor first begin to appear.
The exarchate had merely meant an administrative change; in
the East, the change from civil to military rule carried with it profound
social and economic implications. In the first years of the seventh
century, large numbers of Slavs had already settled within the borders
of the empire, chiefly in Thrace and Macedonia, though much of
the Peloponnese was also almost certainly affected,’® while there is
good evidence for believing that about the year 650 a Slav community
was established in Asia Minor.!* The character of these new
invaders differed fundamentally from that of the invaders of the
Roman West. The Slavs had never known institutions comparable
to the Teutonic laetz. No free cultivators of theirs had ever lived
attached to the land. As a result of the Slav settlement, the colonate
never developed in the East as it did in Italy, and the adscripti glebae
— men tied to the soil — were replaced by either mortitai — peasants
_ paying rent for individual pieces of land — or by koinonoi — com-
munities of cultivators farming a piece of rented land in common.®
In both instances, any element of compulsion that remained was
probably very small.?2l. The legal status of the free peasant, not
tied to the soil, was recognized in the existence of the kephalion —
head-tax — distinct from any taxes upon landholdings. There seems
little doubt that the nomos georgikos — the law which finally codified
these developments — must be dated in the last years of the seventh
century.?? The coming of the Slavs helped to change the rural
economy of the empire, and it was this new economy which became
the basis of a new type of civil and military administration. The most
fertile portions of land were divided up into smaltholdings which
were granted to peasants on condition of military service, and these
holdings were inalienable. The old provincial divisions were
abolished, and groups of these holdings were formed into divisions
called themes, over each of which a straregos (general) was in complete
command. The dates to be assigned for the development of this
system are still very much disputed,® though it is certain that by the
middle of the seventh century there existed an “ Armeniac » theme?+

[83]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

and that, before the end of the century, others had been added to it.
It is very likely that Heraclius himself initiated the change for it is
known that he promised land to the most deserving of his soldiers
in order to encourage them during his Persian campaign and that he
fulfilled his promise after victory had been won??. His successors
continued the process. The Armeniac theme covered the whole
of the north-east of Asia Minor. The Anatolic theme, including the
south-eastern portion, was probably formed during the reign of
Constans II (641-668). Western Asia Minor was divided between
the Opsikian, first mentioned in 688, and the Thracesian, which
can be dated in the first years of the eighth century.?® The so-called
“ naval » theme, first mentioned in 698, was formed out of the islands
in the Greek archipelago together with a narrow strip of the Cilician
coast.?” Lastly, in order to exercise greater control over the Slavs,
the old prefecture of Illyricum was turned into the Helladic theme.?
Towards the end of the century, a military government, similar to,
but independent of the Italian and African exarchates, was imposed on
Sicily.*® Thus, during the course of the century, the whole of the
old provincial system was replaced by six great military districts in
the east and by three in the west. Despite the fact that the old
separation of powers did not instantly disappear and that names of
high civilian officials continue to be found on coins and seals after
this period, the seventh century saw the establishment of widespread
military rule by reorganized and highly disciplined armies which
were able to survive the effects of the first Arab victories. The eastern
themes withstood the raids which followed and were largely
instrumental in preventing Asia Minor from suffering the fate of
Palestine and Syria.

The reform of the army also affected an important element in the
life of the imperial cities. During the fifth and sixth centuries, the
parties of the kippodrome — the “ Blues” and the * Greens ” —
had considerably increased in influence. Despite much which stll
remains obscure, there is compelling evidence to suggest that their
function at Constantinople and elsewhere was not confined to the
organization of chariot races. The results of much investigation
over the past sixty years indicate that they were a genuine expression
of city politics which the government permitted or had to accept.*
On more than one occasion, their quarrels paralysed the administra-
tion, and, when they united against an emperor they nearly managed
to force him off the throne®! — clear evidence of the support that the
two parties together could command from the population of the
capital.* During the first half of the seventh century, however,
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their importance suddenly declined and this kind of activity seems
to have come to an end. This development is closely connected
with the relation between the circus parties and the demes, organiza-
tions based upon different districts of the city with an intense political
life of their own.?® It was apparently these organizations which
gave the parties their main strength (perhaps the poorer districts
supported the Greens and the richer the Blues)®* and it is through
what is known of their functions that some questions about the
parties can be answered. Apart from being responsible for public
order in their locality and, possibly, for the levying of certain taxes,3®
the demes, particularly in the last years of the sixth century had to
perform one very important task. They were responsible for a
militia which, at critical moments, was of great military value to
the Empire. In 558-559, the imperial general Belisarius led such a
force against an attack of the Avars®®; in 583, four Slav attacks were
defeated by the same means; while, in 600 and 602, the militia once
more played a similar part.*” But, from then on, such references are
rare.’ It was certainly the army reform which made the use of
bodies of men, to a great extent untrained,®® neither necessary
nor advisable. In order to ensure, however, that the leaders of the
demes would not call out their militia of their own accord at an awkward
moment,* their organizations had to be rendered as weak as possible.
Thus the circus parties, their most public and dangerous function,
had to be discouraged if not explicitly suppressed®® while the demes
themselves were allowed to remain for the fulfilling of nothing more
than a ceremonial rdle.4! Just as the new army had helped the
Heracleians to tighten their hold on the provinces, so did it help them
to strengthen their rule in the capital. It was only during periods
of disorder such as marked the accession of Leontius or of Apsimar
that the parties could once again dare to raise their head*?. The
seventh century saw, in short, the aboliion of what had been a
riotous but genuine democratic activity. But the circus parties had
often added to the danger in times of crisis. Their decline
undoubtedly strengthened the powers of resistance of the Byzantine
state.

This growth of a stricter regime was also expressed by a marked
increase in the personal authority of the emperor. The last remnants
of senatorial influence, for example, faded away under the Heracleians.
As late as the accession of Justinian, numerous instances can still be
found of the senate taking an active part in the business of govern-
ment, and, after a period of echpse during his reign, there was a
short but definite revival of its importance.®. During the seventh
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century, however, references to it are very rare and are limited to
those occasions when a change of emperor has temporarily weakened
imperial power. Thus, in 641, when the succession was being
disputed after the death of Heraclius, there are two mentions of the
senate, *¢ and there is another in 669 when the accession of Constantine
IV was challenged by his brothers.*> When, in 690, Justinian II
pledged the loyalty of his entire people to the decrees of the Sixth
Oecumenical Council, the senate was included in a purely formal
manner,*® and, in the elevation of Leo III to the throne, it played no
greater part.*” There is, in fact, little evidence to show that the
senate had any political importance under the Heracleians. On the
contrary, everything points to the establishment of a thorough
autocracy.*® Together with the end of the senate and the parties,
their reign saw the end of the administrative hierarchy of the old
Roman Empire. The great offices of state were replaced by lesser
officials directly responsible to the emperor.*® An example of this
change was the fate of the magister officium who was made head of the
senate but whose actual functions were taken over by others.®°
Similarly, the Count of the Court of Commerce was replaced by a
number of officials with far less personal power.>* Most important
of all, there occurred a change in the actual status of the emperor.
For centuries, a strong conservatism had kept the ttle imperator
in the forefront of the titles conferred upon the Roman emperors.
The desire to preserve the old terminology arose from a deep hatred
of kingship or “ tyranny ” — it was felt that, so long as the old dtle
was prominent, the emperor, whatever the reality of his personal
power, was somehow still  the first among equals,” for the distinction
supposed to exist between kingship and imperium is summarized in
the assertion of Lydus that the only function of the imperator was
to restore what had been destroyed by popular tumult and to raise
armies for the defence of the empire.*> But a custom had grown up,
perhaps from the first century, of according to the emperor, albeit
unofficially, the royal title of basileus.®® It was with Heraclius
that this new title replaced the old Latin formula with its republican
associations. On 25th November, 629, in the full flush of his victory
over the Persians, it was officially adopted by him and his son
Constantine. The new title abolished at one stroke the constitutional
implications that had previously existed of senatorial or popular
influences in the government and symbolized the autocratic quality
of the Heracleian regime.

Thus, the inner strength of Byzantium in the seventh century
arose, in the last analysis, as the result of a fundamental change in the
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social and economic structure of its peasant community largely
brought about by the influx of the Slavs. The new structure was
able to support a far more efficient system of provincial government
based on the pre-eminence of a newly modelled and highly disciplined
military force. The power of the emperor was increased, both in
theory and practice, and it began to be exercised through a compara-
tively docile city proletariat and a reconstituted and easily manage-
able civil service. At the same time, it would be idle to deny that
the personal qualities and acts of Heraclius and his successors
played an important réle in this revival and that, given the social and
economic background, a study of the work of the Heracleians as
such is a fruitful task for the historian. It was partly as a result of
this work that the regime was able to withstand the shock of the
Arab invasion and to command the resources for a successful counter-
attack. Despite the fact that the end of the seventh and the beginning
of the eighth century saw many emperors and many rebel leaders
during a period often described as twenty years of anarchy, the-empire
was never seriously in danger, as the victory of 718 and the internal
and external triumphs of Leo III (717-741) and Constantine V
(741~775) amply demonstrate.

Events within the empire, however, are, by themselves an in-
sufficient explanation of the way in which the Arab advance was
halted. During the very period when the Arabs began to make
serious inroads into the heart of the Byzantine dominions, changes
had begun within their own community with political and military
consequences both for themselves and for the world outside Islam,
and a social transformation took place there as fundamental as
that which has just been described.

The unity of all Arabs within the common bond of Islam had been
by no means perfectly achieved by Mahomet before his death. The
old tribal feuds continued to flourish and were, to some extent, even
embittered by the new religion. Side by side with the jealousies
and divisions which had existed for centuries there now arose a
complicated system of family precedence based upon the supposed
date of adherence to Mahomet. Thus, his first converts and their
descendants, themselves elaborately subdivided, became the aristo-
crats of the new dispensation. The next to be converted, the so-
called “ helpers ’ (ansart), founded a dynasty next in rank. Those
who first made the pilgrimage to Mecca after the death of the prophet,
those who knew the Koran by heart, and claimants to many other
kinds of honours, all had in theory a separate and unassailable place
in the new hierarchy, and they and their descendants quarrelled and
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intrigued most bitterly in their efforts to preserve their known or
supposed status for posterity.°* Abi Bakr, Mahomet’s first successor
or caliph was by no means unanimously accepted, and the supremacy
of the holy cities Mecca and Medina was by no means secure. The
uncertainty of the succession and the persistance of the blood-feud,
which even strong religious feeling could not eradicate, filled the
second half of the seventh century with internal strife. AbG Bakr’s
successor ‘Umar, living in perpetual fear of his colleagues, was
murdered, and the same fate befell the next caliph, ‘Uthmain.
Thereupon civil war broke out between his clan, the Umayyads,
and the Hashimites to whom Mahomet had belonged and who felt
themselves to have been excluded from their share of power. The
struggle continued until, in 661, the Hashimite ‘Ali, the son-in-law
of the prophet, had been murdered by the Umayyad Mu‘awiyah,
the governor of Syria. But although ‘Ali’s son al-Hasan resigned
his rights for a large annual pension,?* the foundation of the Umayyad
caliphate brought no immediate unity to the Arab world. Old
hatreds had been inflamed and new ones aroused. To the rivalries
between tribes had been added rivalries between the newly conquered
territories. The war had turned into a struggle for pre-eminence
between Kiifa and Damascus, between Iraq and Syria. Mu‘a-
wiyah’s son Yazid was forced to attack and destroy the holy cities
themselves for their fervent support of the old caliphate, and his death
in 683 was followed by nine years of extremely confused fighting
from which the great Umayyad caliph ‘Abdal-Malik finally emerged
victorious. These dissensions among the Arabs, are, of course, the
most obvious reasons why the Heracleians had the time to achieve their
reforms and to rebuild the defences of the Byzantine state. They
were, however, the expression of a deeper conflict brought about by
the rise of the Umayyads, a conflict which hampered the Arabs
to a far greater exent.

Arab expansion had been due to a large number of causes, amongst
which the impulse to gain converts had almost certainly been relatively
unimportant. Hunger was perhaps the most important single cause
— illustrated in the verse:

No, not for paradise did’st thou this nomad life forsake

Rather I believe, it was thy yearning after bread and dates.5®
It would falsify the picture, however, if religious motives were
altogether ignored, for, while the actual reasons for the speed of the
expansion may have had little connexion with any religion, principles
derived from Islam did largely govern the actions of Arab leaders
for the first few years. The intention of Mahomet and of the first
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four caliphs had been undoubtedly to establish and maintain a
theocratic state with no distinctions between spiritual and secular
obligations and with a people living in complete equality, irrespective
of rank or wealth, whose chief task would be to preserve the purity
of their doctrine and bring worthy converts into the fold. These
principles had proved insufficient to produce real unity, and,
while the Arabs were still guided by them, their powers of
expansion were, after all, not very great. They were only able to
conquer those areas where the population had some racial or cultural
kinship, as in DPalestine and Syria, or where it had become
thoroughly disaffected as in Egypt.’” But, almost from the
very beginning another tendency had arisen, of which the exponents
were the Umayyads, differing in practically every important aspect
from that represented by the Hashimites. First of all, the original
attitude to war was not what it became in later Islamic history. It
is not easy to find either in the Koran or in the oral traditions
(hadith) explicit injunctions to territorial conquest. Although there
are plenty of exhortations to defend Islam,% the two chief passages
encouraging aggression read respectively, *“ Kill those who join other
gods with God wherever you shall find them *’%® and * Make war
upon those to whom the scriptures have been given as believe not in
God . . . and who forbid not that which God and his holy apostles
- have forbidden.”¢® Not only is there in neither any suggestion of
* conquest, but it may be argued that the first passage must automatic-
ally exclude all lands of Christians and Jews from attack and that
the second can only refer to backsliding Christians, Jews, and,
for that matter, Muslims. It is only necessary to examine the
attitude of the caliph ‘“Umar, the first Arab ruler to be confronted
with these questions in practice, in order to realize that conscious
expansion was in no sense a part of the original Islamic outlook.
‘Umar was extremely reluctant to extend the conquests made in
Palestine, Syria and Iraq, which had been the result of raids following
the routes of the traditional migrations and not a deliberate policy
of expansion, and, until 638, tried to enforce the rule prohibiting
Muslims from journeying more than a day’s camel ride from Medina. ¢}
He prayed for a wall of fire to descend between the Arabs and the
Persians to prevent a conflict, and did his utmost to hinder san
invasion of Africa after the conquest of Egypt: ““ Nay, it is not
¢ Africa’,” he is supposed to have said, ““ but ‘ Mafriqa’ (place of
scattering) — betraying and betrayed. No one shall invade it as
long as I live.”’$? He hated the sea, not because of the existence of
any prohibition on seafaring,® but because he feared that familiarity
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with it might be a temptation for further campaigns. This outlook
began to change under ‘Uthmin and disappeared under the
Umayyads. New ideas about expansion encouraged raids into Asia
Minor and the building of a fleet became a military necessity. This
new, conscious, policy of conquest, with little sanction in the original
teaching of Mahomet, was only one aspect of a wider change which
the rise of the Umayyads was bringing to Islam.

The original Hashimite aristocracy had been poor by the standards
of Greek and Persian rulers, and the first caliphs had seriously
attempted to implement the democratic aspect of their religion by
not acquiring wealth greatly in excess of that possessed by their
followers. ‘Umar, for example, was renowned for his modesty and
is said to have horrified the Patriarch Sophronius by the poverty
and dirt of his appearance when he entered Jerusalem.®¢ In 640,
after the Arabs had caprured Egyptian Babylon, the ambassadors
from Alexandria are supposed to have said of them, “ their leader
is like unto one of them: the low cannot be distinguished from the
high, nor the master from the slave.”®> But, as the conquests
increased, so did the proceeds from the fizya, the tax on unbelievers,
and a swelling central treasury proved to be an irresistible temptation.
The third of the so-called ““ Pious Caliphs *’¢¢ ‘Uthmin — who was
the first of the Umayyads — amassed an enormous personal fortune
and his example was followed by his successors. The amount of the
jizya was often raised and as often rigorously and violently exacted,
at length it was even demanded from converts on the ingenious
pretext that their dead relatives had remained infidels and that
therefore payment was due on their behalf.¢” The struggle with the
followers of ‘Ali — the Shi‘ites — was an additional motive for
acquiring wealth, for, by its aid, enemies could often be turned into
friends.

Together with this increase in wealth and the growing interest
in conquest for its own sake, there took place a marked decline from
the old religious and moral ideals. The contrast between the
“ Pious Caliphs ” and their Umayyad successors can, of course, be
greatly exaggerated. ‘Uthmin was one of the “ Four” and his
wealth and nepotism were alike notorious. But it cannot,
nevertheless, be ignored.. Instead of strict obedience to Islim with
its well-defined policy of toleration to certain other religions, there
arose, in the closing decades of the seventh century, a capricious
attitude unpredictably cruel and lax by turns. Mu‘awiyah, for
example, seems, on the one hand, to have left the Christian community
of Jerusalem undisturbed®® and to have employed a Christian
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physician whom he advanced to high honours,® while, on the
other hand, he caused the population of Egypt to be divided for
administrative purposes into “ men” — the Muslims — and
" “non-men ” — the Copts.”® A certain Athanasius bar Goumaye,
the Christian adviser and guardian of al-Aziz, the brother of
‘Abdal-Malik, became enormously rich and built many churches in’
Edessa.” A rival complained about-him to the caliph who pro-
nounced that it was unfitting for a Christian to have so many
possessions and confiscated most of them. The patriarch Mir Elias
was received with all honour by the caliph Wailid in 7¢8 and had his
churches burned down by the same caliph two years later.”? One
caliph ordered a Christian servant who refused to accept Islam to eat
of his own flesh,?® while at the court of another there were Muslim
poets encouraged to compose satires on the “ Companions ”
of the prophet.™

Finally, all these changes brought with them the beginnings of a
“significant new concept based partly on the old tribal aristocratic
pretensions. It was no longer the Muslim who was the superior
of the non-Muslim, but the Arab who had become the superior of all
other peoples — Muslim and non-Muslim alike. Under the
Umayyads, a real revolution began within Islam, and, as the original
impulses for expansion weakened they were slowly changed into
something very different. If the actions of any one man were the
cause of transforming the caliphate, or theocratic state, into the
mulk, or secular kingdom, then it was ‘Uthman who, by acquiring
great wealth on the one hand and by reversing the policy of his
predecessor and permitting expansion on the other, provided both
the incentive and the means for the growth of an open Arab imperial-
ism. In fact, such a development was always an obvious possibility
from the moment when the first step had been taken outside the
Arab peninsula and the riches of the Mediterranean world were re-
vealed to the eyes of the Arab nomads. Under the Umayyads, this
" possibility was transformed into a reality. In place of the economic
necessity, which was most probably chiefly responsible for first setting
the Arabs in motion, and of the religious considerations which guided
much of their early behaviour, there was substituted the pursuit of
wealth, and the luxuries and refinements that went with it, by the
establishment of an Arab empire not very different morally or
culturally from any other empire that had preceded it. The change
of attitude, however, involved in substituting the ideal of a secular
empire, with all the attributes of a complex urban civilization, in
place of a theocracy governing the simple life of the tribe, could not
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but be a very gradual one. ‘Umir had stressed the dangers of
abandoning old ways?® and, for years, the invaders would camp
outside the walls of the cities they had captured for fear of some
contaminating influence. Only one new town, Ramlah, was, in this
first period founded by the Arabs in the whole of Syria and Palestine,
and the sources show not the slightest trace of interest in urban life
until the ninth century.”® Thus, the coming of the Umayyads did
not bring about an instant change. The old attitude continued to
_persist, probably amongst their supporters as well as amongst their
conservative opponents. The changes which the Umayyads did
‘bring, and which, later, did provide a strong impetus for expansion
and conquest, had by no means been completed by the end of the
seventh century. It was a period of transition, and, while it lasted,
there was temporary safety for the world outside Islim. During it,
Byzantium was sheltered from the full force of the onslaught, and the
Heracleians were able to preserve and consolidate their remaining
possessions.

The two great powers of the seventh century, Byzantium and
Islim, both underwent, or were in the process of undergoing,
profound transformations. In both, the old social forms were
fundamentally altered, in both there arose a hitherto unknown auto-
cratic rule. But the powers of adapation and resilience of the older
community were apparently greater than that of the newer. The
Heracleians were able to achieve their revolution far more quickly and
efficiently than the Umayyads and thus to build the structure which
made possible the victory of Leo III and the survival of Byzantium.
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1831), 393-395, and for their actions in the Victory ” riots against Justinian,
Procopius, De Bello Persico 1, 24; cf. Y. Janssens, * Les Bleus et les Verts sous
Maurice, Phocas et Héraclius”, Byzantion X1 (1936), 499-536.

52 F. Dvornik, ** The Circus Parties in Byzantium®, Byzantina-Metabyzantina
T (1946), 125, goes so far as to call the hippodrome ** a sort of parliament™,
and the point has been developed at some length by N. Pigulevskaya, “ K
Voprosu o razlozhenii rabovladel’cheskoy formatsyi na blizhnem vostoki »
Vaprosy Istorii IV (1950), 44~54.

** The fullest discussion 1s by A. P. Diakonov,  Vizanriiskii Dimy i Partii
ot 5-vo do 7-vo stoletiye™, Vizantiisky Sbornik 1 (1945), I144-227.

4 Manojlovié, op. at., 652-654.

38 Diakonov, 151.

*¢ Theoph. 233 (12-13).

" Theoph., 254.7, 279.20, 287.23.

*® There were, at the end of the sixth century, apparently some 1500 Blues
and 600 Greens as a cadre, capable of expansion; cf. Janssens, op. cit., 507 —
presumably the cadre had some training. ) :

*® For example, at the overthrow of Phocas (Theoph. 296.25-297.4).

% There is not sufficient evidence that the parties were formally dissolved
by one of the Heracleians. It is more likely that they were gradually taken out
of the control of their leaders and placed under officials appointed by the
emperor ; ¢f. Dvornik, op. cir., 131-132.

! For example in the aecclamatio to an emperor, cf. Liutprand, Legatio IX
(ed. J. Becker, 180).

“* A, Maricg, “ La durée de régime des parties populaires 4 Constantinople”,
Bulletin de la classe des lettres d’ Académie royale de Belgiqgue XXXV (1949), 66-67.
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3 C. Diehl, “Le Senat et le peuple byzantin au vii-ime et viii-idme
siécles”, Byzantion 1 (1924), 201-205. Itwas, of course, no longer the classical
body, cf. J. B. Bury, Constitution of the Later Roman Empire (London, 1910), 7.

¢4 Theoph. 331.3, 342 (9-19).

45 Theoph. 352 (19-21).

¢ J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio X1. 737-738.

4* Theoph. 390 (20-24).

48 It is very difficult to accept Diehl’s contention (Byzantion 1, 209) that the
century exhibited the symptoms of a resurrected Greek democracy.

“® Cf. A, E. R. Boak, The Master of Offices in the Later Roman and Byzantine
Empire (New York, 1919), 50.

s T, B. Bury, “ The Imperial Admzmstratzve System in the Ninth Century »,
British Academy Supplemental Papers 1 (Londen, 1911), 19-20.

s1R. S. Lopez, « The Silk Industry in the Byzantine Empire”, Speculum XX
(1945), 12-n. 4.

52]1.. Bréhier, L’Ongme des titres imperieaux 4 Byzance, Byzantimische
Zeitschrift XV (1906), 170. .

3 Ibid., 165-168.

$4J, Zaidan. Umayyads and ‘Abbasids (E. J. W. Gibb Memorial Series V,
London, 1905), 33-35.

85 P, K. Hitti, History of Syria (London, 1951), 435-436.

8¢ Quoted by Hirti, History of the Arabs, 144.

57 On this point, see especially, A. J. Butler, The Arab Conguest of Egypt
and the last Thirty Years of the Roman Dominion, (Oxford, 1902).

3% For example, the hadith collected by T. P. Hughes, Dictionary of Islam
(London, 1885), 244-245.

52 Koran, sirah ix. §-6.

¢ Jbid., stirah ix. 29.

1 Zaidan, 32.

¢ Ibn Abd al-Hakem, The Conquest of Egypt, trans. C. C. Torrey, Yale
Biblical and Semitic Studies (1901), 237.

¢ In the Koran, Allah is spoken of as “ he who made subservient to you the
sea that ships may run therein by his command > (sGrah, XV1.14.).

¢ Theoph. 339 (17-29).

*% al-Hakem, 263.

*¢ According to the Shi’ites (followers of ‘Ali) they are Abd Bakr, ‘Umar,
‘Uthman and ‘Ali.

¢7 Zaidan, 136.

®® The Irish monk Arculfus, visiting Jerusalem about 670, has no criticism
of the Muslims in his account; cf, Adamnanus, De locis sanctis, ed. P, Geyer,
Itinera hierosolymitana saec. IV-VIII, Corpus scriptorum ecclesiasticorum
Latinorum XXXIX (Vienna, 1898).

¢ Hitti, History of Syria, 439.

70 Zaidan, 136.

71 Michael the Syrian, Chronographia, ed. and trans., J. B. Chabot (4 vols.,
Paris, 1899-1910) II, 475-477.

¢ Michael the Syrian 11, 475.

7% Zaidan, 137-138.

"+ R. A. Nicholson, Literary History of the Arabs (Cambridge, 1930), 239-241.

75 ¢ Never has the ploughshare entered, but humiliation has entered also”,
quoted by Zaidan, 42.

'8 Cf. G. Le Strange, Palestine under the Moslems (London, 1890), 334-367;
on Ramlah, cf. al-Balidhuri, 220-221.
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The Persian and Arab invasions of the seventh century constituted a
serious threat to the existence of the Byzantine Empire and compelled
Heraclius and his successors to adopt various measures which might con-
solidate their rule.! In addition to a number of administrative reforms,?
it was essential, for the successful defence of their territories, to ensure the
loyalty of their subjects. It was because the greatest obstacle to this aim
was considered to be disunity of religious belief that Heraclius, after his
victory over the Persians in 629, removed from their sees the monophysite
bishops of Syria whom the Persians had encouraged, and forced his inter-
pretation of orthodoxy on the catholicos of Armenia.® His issue of the
Ecthesis, just as the issue of the Type by Constans I, and the condemnation
of the pope Martin I and the monk Maximus had all a similar motive.*
In the same way, the transfer by Justinian II of the Mardaite tribes from

* Any discussion of Byzantine Jewry would be a far harder task were it not for the
advances made in this field on the work of the pioneer Jewish Byzantinist Samuel Krauss
by the late Joshua Starr. The present essay is based on Starr’s invaluable collection of
sources, The Jews in the Byzantine Empire 641-1204 (Texte und Forschungen zur by-
zantinisch-neugriechischen Philologie, Bd. 30), Athens 1939, and would add something
to the elucidation of the critical period during and immediately after the first Arab in-
vasions by continuing the enquiry begun by him in his important article ‘Byzantine
Jewry on the Eve of the Arab Conquest’ Journal of the Palestine Oriental Society 15
(1935) pp. 280-293.

My thanks are due to Professor Délger for his very helpful criticism and for his sug-
gestions of valuable additional material.

1 No study of the Heracleian dynasty treated as a whole at present exists. The latest
and best survey is in G. Ostrogorsky, Geschichte des byzantinischen Staates, Munich
1952, pp. 72-118. .

3 Particularly the theme system. See especially E. Stein, Studien zur Geschichte des
byzantinischen Reiches, Stuttgart 1919, pp. 117140, and the most recent discussion by
W. Ensslin, ‘Der Kaiser Herakleios und die Themenverfassung’, Byzantinische Zeit-
schrift 46 (1953) pp. 362-368. v

3 For the persecution of the monophysites in Syria see La Chronique de Mickel le
Syrien, ed. and transl. J.B.Chabot, 4 vols., Paris 1899-1910 (= Michael the Syrian):
vol. 2, p. 412, for the events in Armenia see L' Histoire &' Héraclius par I'évéque Sebeos,
transl. F. Macler, Paris 1904 (= Sebeos): pp.91—92, and for a general description of the
church in the eastern provinces see L. Duchesne, L'Eglise au VI¢ sidcle, Paris 1925,
PP- 304-337.

4 The importance politically of the condemnation of Martin I is stressed in Martini
Notitia Historica, ed. J. P. Migne, Patr. Lat. (= MPL) vol. 87 col. 113, and of Maximus
in Maximi Confessoris Acta, ed. ]J. P. Migne, Patr. Gr. (= MPG) vol. go cols. 124
D-125 A.
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northern Syria into imperial territory may have arisen from the need of
keeping under stricter control those whose theology was disliked and
whose politics, therefore, according to the logic of the day, were bound to
be suspect.® The Heracleians, whether monothelite like Heraclius and
Constans II or Chalcedonian, like Constantine IV and Justinian 1I, were
determined to rule over subjects whose reliability could at least be gua-
ranteed by theiridentity of belief, and, while the imposition of orthodoxy had
been the policy of most emperors since Constantine I, the peculiar danger
threatening the empire in the seventh century gave the question added
importance, causing the heterodox to undergo an intense and svstematlc
persecution, as they had done during times of crisis in the past.

It has been widely accepted that the Jews of the empire were treated in
precisely the same manner, and that the persecution which broke out
around Jerusalem after the return of the imperial troops in 630 heralded
a period of systematic attacks by the government upon the Jews, for the
same reason that there were attacks upon the monophysites and other
dissidents from orthodoxy. The behaviour of the Jews on the eve of the
Arab and during the Persian invasion is presented as the culmination of
a long history of rebellion and treachery,® while the persecution of 630
is said to mark the beginning of a deliberately sterner policy towards them
on the part of the Heracleians. This policy has been compared to that pur-
sued by Christian states in the west, particularly by Visigothic Spain,
where, as the threat of an Arab invasion came nearer, all heterodoxy was
rigorously suppressed and the Jews especially subjected to a vicious per-
secution. The clearest expression of this view has been given by Professor
Britianu who, in the course of a communication to the 8th International
Congress of the Historical Sciences held at Zurich in 1938, said, in passing,
that ““il faut tenir compte ... de 'effet de la politique résolument anti-
sémite de l'empire byzantine et des royaumes chrétiens — francs et wisi-
goths — au vii-iéme siécle”” and who, in 1941, elaborated the connection
between what he considered to be the antisemitic policy of the Heracleians
and their administrative and constitutional reforms for the defence of the
empire.® However, after scrutinising the admittedly scanty sources for
this subject afresh, it seems that this view may need modification.

A great deal of material can, ofcourse, be adduced to show how relations
between the Jews and the imperial government, which had been reasonably

5 Sources for the treaty transferring the Mardaites are noted by F. Délger, Regesten
der Katserurkunden des ostrémischen Reickes (Corpus der griechischen Urkunden des
Mittelalters und der neueren Zeit, Reihe A Abt. I) Munich, 1924 (= Délger, Regesten)
no. 237.

® See for example S, Vailhé, “Les Juifs et la prise de Jérusalem en 614’, Eckos
d’'Orient 12 (1909) pp. 15—17.

7 G. Britianu, ‘La fin du monde antique et le triomphe d’Orient’, Revue delge de
philologie et d’kistoire 18 (1939) p. 265. ‘

¥ G. Britianu, ‘La fin du régime des partis 4 Byzance et la crise antisémitique du vii-
ieme siécle’, Revue historique du sud-est européen 18 (1941) pp. 49—67
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good from the third to the fifth century, steadily deteriorated from the
time of Justinian I. In 547, the Jews and Samaritans of Caesarea rose in
revolt and were crushed with great bloodshed.® In 553, the government
for the first time interfered with the service of the synagogue, prohibiting
the expounding of the so-called deutépwolg and enjoining that the Penta-
teuch should be read in Greek, preferably in the Septuagint version.1®
In 360, Justin II closed a synagogue in the heart of the Jewish quarter
of Constantinople and converted it into a church.}* In 592, there were
riots at Antioch, where a Jew had been accused of insulting a holy picture,
and the Jews were expelled from the city,’® while, wherever there was a
large Jewish community, there seems to have arisen at that time an at-
mosphere of considerable tension.® At the beginning of the seventh
century, the Jews must have returned to Antioch, for, in 608, they played
an important part in more serious disorders there which caused the death
of Anastasius, the Chalcedonian patriarch, and numbers of his flock.™
In 610 there may have been a slaughter of the Jews in Tyre after the sup-
posed discovery of a plot against the lives of the Christians of that city.®®
When the Persians invaded Syria and Palestine and advanced to Chalce-
don they were probably welcomed by the Jews, and, after the capture of
Jerusalem in 614, they were aided by them in their vengeance on the
inhabitants.’® Considered in the light of the foregoing evidence, the per-
secutions of 630 could be described as the result of a long record of
Jewish disloyalty and as a fitting prelude to the events of 632 when the
emperor Heraclius ordered the forcible baptism of all the Jews in his do-
minions,1” There are other factors, however, which complicate this
comparatively simple picture.

* Theophanis Chronographia ed. C. de Boor, vol. 1, Leipzig 1883 (= Theoph.) 230
(5-8).

10 Nov. 146 (ed. Zachariae von Lingenthal, fmp. fustiniani Novellae, Leipzig 1881,
vol. 2 pp: 346—349 The term Sevtépwoig was intended to translate Mishna, the root
meaning of which is ‘‘repetition”. In fact, passages from all post-Biblical l:terature were
prohibited.

11 Theoph. 248 (5 8). A similar but shorter notice appears for the last year of Theo-
dosius IT - Theoph. 102 (10—12). The quarter of the workers in bronze —the yodxompareia—
where this building stood was for centuries the Jewish district. It is not impossible that
after a first confiscation by Theodosius the building returned into Jewish hands.

12 Agapius of Menbidj, X7/b al--Unvdn, ed. and transl. A. Vasﬂlev Patrologia Orien-
talis (= PO) vol. & pp 439—440.

13 John of Ephesus, Ecclesiastical History, Third Part transl. R. Payne Smith, London
1860, p. 209 and pp. 216—221.

1# Theoph. 296 (16~21), Michael the Syrian vol. 2 p. 379.

15 Eutychius, Azrales, MPG val. 11 1cols. 1084-1085. The same incident is probably
described in the K724 al—‘Uﬂt/an PO vol. 8 p. 449.

16 Theoph 301. 1. Michael the Syrian vol. 2 p. 400, Sebeos, p. 69. What the Jews ac-
tually did is disputable as is the number of Christians killed and taken prisoner. See
P. Peeters, ‘Un nouveau ms arabe du récit de la prise de Jérusalem par les Perses en
614, A nalecta Bollandiana 38 (1920) p. 147 note 1 on the latter point.

17 Michael the Syrian vol. 2 p. 414.
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The disorders in Syria and Palestine between 607 and 614 are, in a
number of sources, put down to other causes. John of Nikiou believes
that all the bloodshed was the result of the insistance of the monophysites
on choosing their own bishops in defiance of the imperial prohibition.!8
Michael the Syrian supports this view and clearly describes Jewish mis-
behaviour as the result and not the cause of the troubled situation.?® But
there was another cause which should be considered. According to Paul
the Deacon, it was the circus parties, ““the Greens and the Blues,’’ who
““about that time produced a state of civil war throughout Egypt and the
east accompanied by great slaughter ”.20 Particularly the riots in Jerusa-
_ lem, which materially helped the Persians to capture the city, are ascribed
to the circus parties in an interesting passage from a valuable contemporary

source, which, although readily accessible, has perhaps been insufficiently
used :# ' '

But in those days there arrived certain wicked men who settled in Jerusalem. Some of
them aforetime dwelled in this holy city with the devil’s aid. They were named after the
dress which they wore and one faction was dubbed the Greens and the other the Blues.
They were full of a villainy, and were not content with merely assaulting and plundering
the faithful, but were banded together for hloodshed as well as for homicide. There was
war and extermination among them and they constantly committed evil deeds against
the inhabitants of Jerusalem,

Again, after the murder of the patriarch of Antioch, it was against one
of the circus parties —the Greens — that the-emperor Phocas sent a punitive
expedition?? and it was they who were henceforth excluded from his
armies.?® The Jews are not mentioned in that context.®

- Certainly, the circus parties included Jews in their ranks. For example,
during the reign of the emperor Zeno, they must have been identified with
the Blues, for the Greens burned down a synagogue with many Jews in-
side and then burned the bones of the Jewish dead.? In the great revolt
against Justinian I the Jews, according to one account, pretended to be
circus factions engaged in one of their customary brawls,® while in the

18 The Chronicle of Jokn of Nikiow, transl. R. H. Charles, London 1916, p. 166.

1» Michael the Syrian, vol. 2 pp. 378-379. v

® Historia Langobardorum, bk 4, ch 36 (Monumenta Germaniae Historica [= MGH],
Scriptores Rerum Langobardorum, saecula V-IX, Berlin 1878, p. 128 [16-17]).

1 Antiochus Strategos ‘The Capture of Jerusalem by the Persians’ transl. F. Cony-
beare, English Historical Review 25 (1910) p. 503. On the different redactions of this
work, see Peeters, op. cit., pp. 137-143.

22 Theoph. 296. 26-297. 4. # Theoph. 297. (4-5).

# Y. A. Kulakovsky, ‘K Kritiki Izves® tii Feofana o Polsednikh Godov Pravitel’stvo
Foki’, Vizantijskij Vremennik 21(1914) pp. 1-14 was the first to question that the baptism
of the Jews was enforced immediately after these events and this is now no longer ac-
cepted. Unfortunately it remains as a defect in the standard work on Byzantine Jewry by
S. Krauss, Studien zur byzantinisch-jiidischen Geschickte, Leipzig 1914, p. 22.

% Johannes Malalas, CAronographia, ed. L. Dindorf, Corpus Scriptorum Historiae
Byzantinae, Bonn 1831, pp. 389—390, repeated by Michael the Syrian, vol. 2 p. 149.

% Theoph. 230 (5-8). But Michael the Syrian, vol. 2 p. 262, states that they called
themselves ‘Pharisians’ and ‘Ebionites’.
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riots at Antioch it could be inferred that the Jews and the Greens were
united.2” The Jews also may have changed sides according to the political
situation of the day — it is this which seems to be implied in the story of
Jacob the Jew, a convert to Christianity:28

Jacob answered and said, “Because I was possessed of the devil and hated Christ . ..
when Phocas was reigning in Constantinople, I, as a Green, denounced the Christians
to the Blues, calling them Jews and bastards. And when the Greens burned the Hippo-
drome and committed misdeeds, I, as a Blue, denounced the Christians as Greens, in-
sulting them as incendiaries and Manicheans. And when Bonosus took vengeance on
the Greens at Antioch and slew them, I went into Antioch and denounced many Chris-
tians as Greens, as one well-intentioned to the emperor and a Blue. And when the Greens
turned upon Bonosus in Constantinople, I also turned upon him — and that most whole-
heartedly, seeing that he was a Christian.

The details of this last passage need not be taken too seriously since
the evidence of a convert for his activities before conversion is likely to be
prejudiced. The salient fact which does emerge is the extent to which the
Jews were involved in the struggle of the factions.

There exists another text which helps to show that during the sixth and
early seventh centuries there must have been a close connection between
the Jews and the hippodrome. In 1872, J. Perles published a late midrash
entitled Circus and Throne of Solomon the King®® It remained un-
noticed by students of Byzantine history until Professor Grégoire alluded
to a striking passage in it where the spectators are described divided ac-
cording to their importance and wearing colours corresponding to those
of the circus parties.3® Perles had already pointed out in his commentary
on the text that in many details the building attributed to Solomon and
the functions taking place there resembled in many ways the hippodrome
at Constantinople.?® The probability that the midrash therefore, is describ-
ing the hippodrome through the eyes of a Byzantine Jew has some signi-
ficance. There are many passages in Jewish post-Biblical literature forbid-
ding attendance at -the circus or associating with its activities?? but they

27 There are other passages, such as in the famous “Mandator’ dialogue preserved by
Theophanes, where the term ‘Jew?, there applied to the Greens, is most likely simply a
term of abuse. (Theoph. 182. 16).

B Doctrina Jacobi Nuper Baptizati, ed. 1. Bonwetsch (Abhandlungen der Konig-
lichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen) N.F. 12, 3 (1910) 38.27-39.10,
and ed. F. Nau, PO vol. 8 pp. 776-777.

0 See Monalsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums 21 (1872) pp.
122-139. Text also in A. Jellinek, Bet ra-Midrasck, Leipzig 1853, vol. 2 pp. 83-86.

3 H. Grégoire, ‘Le peuple de Constantinople ou les Bleus et les Verts’, Compte rendu
de I’ Académie des inscriptions et belles lettres, Paris 1046, p. 577 See Perles p. 123 and
SJewish Encyciopaedia, vol. 11 p. 442. :

31 Perles pp. 123-127. Solomon’s hippodrome is 3 parasangs by 1 and that of Con-
stantinople could be 450 metres by 117% — almost the same proportion. See A. Vogt,
‘L’ Hippodrome de Constantinople’, Byzantion 10 (1935) p. 472. The midrash also closely
follows the description given of the hippodrome in Malalas, pp. 173-176.

32 For example, in the Talmud, 77actate Abodak Zarak 16B and 18 B and in Midrash
Rabbak, Lamentations, Prooem. 111 and XVIIIL.
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are all based on a concept of the circus as a place of death or of fri-
volous spectacles.® There is not a single reference to chariot racing. In
this midrash, however, it is the chief activity and nothing is said of dis-
plays of clowning or of violence.® It is not unlikely that as the character
of the displays in the circus changed the prohibitions tended to lapse. The
author of the midrash, then, clearly a Jew of this later period when the
old Roman circus had turned into the comparatively harmless hippodrome,
would naturally accord to Solomon a leading part in what had become an
important activity of his own community. Although it is impossible to
assign a definite date to this midras#, the passage dealing with the colours
~ does seem to link it with the period when the parties were prominent, and
helps to prove how fully Jew mixed with non-Jew in the life of the hippo-
drome. It is, therefore, only as members of the parties that the Jews on
many occasions must have taken part in the disorders of the time. They
could only have been a small group amongst the Greens or Blues in one or
other of the imperial cities where the hippodrome was notoriously the cen-
tre of riot and rebellion during the sixth and early seventh century.®
There is reason to suppose that Heraclius, after his victory over the
Persians, was himself by no means convinced that any part of the blame
for the disasters suffered by the empire in the last decade rested on the
Jews. During his triumphal journey through Palestine he accepted the
hospitality of a rich Jew, Benjamin of Tiberias, and promised that he
would do not harm to his correligionists, His mind was changed by the
persuasions of certain monks of Jerusalem, who swore to take on them-
selves the sin of a broken oath, and a great slaughter of the Jews then took
place according to Eutychius,® though, according to Theophanes, the
only action taken even then by Heraclius was to expel the Jews from the
holy city.3 Two years earlier the emperor had given another indication
that he was not irrevocably bent on an antisemitic policy. He had sent
his brother Theodore against the city of Edessa where the Persians gar-
rison, supported by a large contingent of Jews, continued to resist after
the treaty of peace had been signed. The Persians withdrew, and the
Jews, fearing Theodore’s vengeance, sent one of their number toHeraclius
to ask for his protection. This was readily given, in time to prevent a
massacre.’® It was two years after the re-establishment of imperial power,

3 In Abodah Zarak 18 B, clowns and buffoons appear in the circus, in Aéodak Zarak
16B, the circus is associated with the executioner’s scaffold, and in Zractate Baba
Kamma 39 A circus animals are said to be specifically trained for murder.

% See the text, Perles, p. 133.31-p. 134. 7. Cages of birds and beasts are hung at the
sheni torim (duae metae) but they are for purposes of decoration only — Perles, 134
(18~19).

% For thecircusparties in city life see above allthe important monograph of G.Manoj-
lovig, <Le Peuple de Constantinople’, Byzantion 11 (1936) pp. 617-716.

3 Eutychius, A#nales, MPG vol. 111 cols. 1089~1091.

37 Theoph. 328 (15-28).

38 Sebeos, p. 94, Michael the Syrian, vol. 2 p. 410. The two versions differ only slightly.
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when new invaders had begun to threaten the safety of Palestine, that
Heraclius issued the decree enforcing baptism on the Jews — a crude and
belated attempt to ensure the loyalty of a section ‘of the population.?® In
this connection it should be noted that Starr has pointed out the weakness
of the tradition which links this decree with similar actions by Sisibut,
king of the Visigoths and Dagobert, king of the Franks. He would ac-
cordingly “absolve the Byzantine Emperor from the international anti-
Jewish influence long attributed to him”.% In any event, the decree of
632 was scarcely the simple result of a long record of Jewish disloyalty
and of growing imperial anti-semitism but rather of a particular set of
circumstances — just as a similar decree, issued by the emperor Maurice
at the beginning of his reign, did not spring from a sudden increase in
anti-Jewish sentiment but had had the intention of convincing his own
supporters of his loyalty to the church.4

The immediate effects of the decree were undoubtedly serious for some
of the Jewish communities. In the original version of the Doctrina there
is merely an allusion to compulsory baptism at Carthage,4? but in later
Slavonic and Ethiopic versions the ruthlessness with which the imperial
orders were enforced is vividly described.#® In Palestine these events are
reflected in two Hebrew texts. One of them, almost certainly con-
temporary, is the Sefer Zerubabel, a Jewish Apocalypse, in which the
enemy of the Messiah, ‘Armilus’, has been from internal evidence identi-
fied with Heraclius, and the sufferings he will cause to Israel before the
coming of the Messiah himself with the sufferings of the Jews in Palestine
just before the Arab invasion.* The same ‘Armilus® appears in the other
text (Otot ha-Maskhia) where, again, the events foretold before the coming
of the Messiah are probably a poetic description of those taking place in
Palestine at the same period.#® In Palestine, too, there was further inter-
ference with the service of the synagogue according to Rabbi Yehudai,
a teacher at the Academy of Sura in Mesopotamia, writing about a
century later. Week-day services and the recital of the Skema’ were
prohibited and imperial officials made sure that the prohibition was re-

32 The publication by R. Devreesse of the conclusion of a letter on this subject written
at Carthage by Maximus makes it clear that the decree was issued not later than May,
632, see J. Starr, ‘St. Maximus and the Forced Baptism at Carthage in 632° Byz.-
neugr. Jakrb. 16 (1940) 192—193, rather than in 634 (Ddlger, Regesten, 207). In B.Z.
41 (1941) 539 Professor Dolger has associated himself with this opinion.

40J. Starr, <St. Maximus and the Forced Baptism®, p. 196.

41 Tohn of Nikiou, p. 162.

42 Bonwetsch 9o (11—14) and ‘St. Maximus® p. 192.

43 See J. Starr, ‘Byzantine Jewry’, p. 288.

4 Ed. and transl. 1. Levi, ‘L’Apocalypse de Zerubabel’, Revue des Etudes Juives
(= RE]) 68 (1914) pp. 131—150. See the text p. 136. 9.—137. 1. Text also ed. A.Jellinek,
op. cit. pp. 54—57. For a discussion of the probable date, see the commentary by I. Levi,
RE] 69 (1920) pp. 108-115.

45 See the Geniza fragment published by L. Marmorstein, ‘Les Signes du Messie’,
RE] 52 (1906) pp. 181~186, -especially the text 183 (3—7) and 184 (18—19).
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spected.®® As a result of this persecution many Palestinian Jews fled to the
advancing Arabs, despite their dislike of the new religion.*” But there were
Jews in other parts of the empire who seem to have been left undisturbed.
It is known, for example, that in southern Italy and Sicily at the end of
the sixth century there was a large community on the papal estates which
was allowed to rent land.? It appears to have lived unmolested through-
out the persecutions since a later reference to it describes it as still en-
gaged in agriculture and including prosperous farmers.?® In Constanti-
nople itself the decree cannot have been very rigidly applied for the author
of the Doctrina was permitted to solemnise a commercial contract ‘““in
the name of the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob” .5

When Palestine and Syria had fallen to the Arabs, the Jews who had
suffered most ceased to be imperial subject. It was that portion of Byzan-
tine Jewry which had suffered least during the previous three decades that
remained within the empire and it is from information about these remain-
ing communities that the attitude of the successors of Heraclius to the
Jews must be judged. Such information is, unfortunately, very scanty.
Krauss in his historical section can say nothing at all about the period
between the death of Heraclius and the accession of Leo II1,3! and Starr,
writing about a quarter of a century after Krauss, can produce little
more.?? Part of the difficulty is that the only first hand account of the
distribution of the Jews in the Byzantine Empire and of their manner of
life is by the Spanish Jew Benjamin of Tudela, who visited the empire in
the second half of the twelfth century,® and whose observations can
scarcely be used with confidence in any attempt to describe the Jews at a
verymuch earlier period. But the contemporary references that do existhave
a particular interest and from them something about the state of Byzantine

46 See ]. Mann, ‘Changes in the Divine Service of the Synagogue due to Religious
Persecutions’, Hebrew Union College Annual 4 (1927) PP. 252-259. The Skema’ —
Hear O Israel, the Lord thy Ged, the Lord is one — is perhaps the most important part
of the liturgy.

47 Sebeos, pp. 94-95, Theoph. 333 (4—13). The latter account shows how unwise it
would be to assume much ] ewish sympathy for Islam. Between 624 and 627, many Jews
in al-Hijaz refusing conversion were massacred by the Muslims, an action celebrated in
the Qu’ran (Surah 33, verses 26 and 27).

8 The pope Gregory I refers to his Jewish tenants in a number of his letters. See
especially one to the sub-deacon Peter instructing him to remit a third of the rent to
those Jews deciding to accept Christianity (Gregorii Epistolae 11. 58 = MPL vol. 77
col. 566). :

49 Ahima’as of Oria, Sefer Yuhasin, ed. B.Halper, Anthology of Post-Biblical
Hebrew Literature, Philadelphia 1921, Text: 66. 2. and see J. Starr, <The Jews in the
Byzantine Empire, pp. 100-102.

5 Bonwetsch go (5—11).

51 Studien pp. 35-36. ‘

52 ], Starr, The Jews in the Byzantine Emprre, pp. 1~2 and pp. 83—90. )

B Sefer Masa’ot, ed. and transl. M. N. Adler, The ltinerary of Benjamin of Tudela,
London 1907, Text pp. 12—18. For a discussion of the date, see introduction p. 1 note z.
See Starr, The Jews in the Byz. Empire, p. 228-234.
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Jewry during the remain of the seventh century can be gathered. That a
community continued to flourish at Constantinople may be inferred from
the fact that, in 641, Jews took a leading part in the popular uprising
which drove out the patriarch Pyrrhus, a supporter of Martina the widow
of Heraclius, and ensured the crowning of his grandson Constans.* The
importance of the Sicilian community has already been noticed. In 653,
Jewish influence in Syracuse was strong enough to enlist the help of the
princeps, a powerful imperial official, when some Jewish merchants or
immigrants wished to rebuild a synagogue® There is evidence that
about 680 sufficient numbers lived in Cappadocia to produce scholars
of note.’ The Quinisext Council of 69z recognised the existence of many
Jews in the empire living in apparent amity with the Christians, for it
found it necessary in its eleventh canon to warn the latter against eating
the unleavened bread of the Jews, having recourse to Jewish doctors, or
mixing with the Jews in the public baths.5” After 632, there is no reference
to conversions or persecutions with the possible exception of one enig-
matic passage. 58 :
There is, therefore, nothing in the sources to show that, apart from the
events of 630-632, the Heracleians were especially suspicious of their
Jewish subjects or that they pursued a consistent policy in their disfavour.
It is true that the persecution of the Jews which broke out at the beginn-
ing of the reign of Leo III and for which no reason is explicitly given,®
could be evidence of the growth of antisemitism during the last half of
the seventh century. But there were special circumstances about that time
which go some way towards explaining this event. The Jews under Arab
domination had been thrown into a state of great excitement by the first
siege of Constantmople (672-678) and hourly expected the destruction
of Edom.® In the reign of ‘Abd al-Malik, a Persian Jew, Abu Ishak
al-Ispahani, foretold the coming of the Messiah and led an abortive revolt
against the Muslims.®® The year before the persecution of Leo broke out,

5 Nicephorus, ‘lotopia obvropos ed. C. de Boor, Nicephori Opuscula Historica,
Leipzig 1880, pp- 30. 26-31. 3. See Starr, ‘The Jews in the Byz. Empire, p. 84-85.

55 Vita S. Zosimi Episcopi Syracusani, ch. 3 (= Acta Sanctorum Martii vol. 3 p.~
839 C). Perhaps the grinceps was the actual patricius or governor of Sicily himself, see
Starr, The Jews in the Byzantine Empire, p. 87. For the title patricius, see C. Diehl,
Etudes Byzantines, Paris 1905, p. 283.

% See Tpomﬁa worde “lovdatwv &v Axuxoxd, ed. G. Bardy, PO vol. 15, p. 234, where
Jews, worsted in an argument with Christians, ask them to suspend judgement until they
hear the Jews of Cappadocia “valued above all others”. For the date see p. 176.

57 J.D.Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et amplissima collectio vol. 11 col. 945 E.

58 Michael the Syrian, vol. 2 p. 453: ‘““At that time (AS 978 = AD 667) many Jews
were converted and became Christian.” No other references could befound to this episode.

8 Theoph. 401 (21—22) Michael the Syrian, vol. 2 p. 490, K7¢d@5 al-"Unwdn, PO vol. 8
P- 504. The dates given vary slightly. Dolger, Regesten 286, gives April, 721 - Aprll 722.

8 . Mann, Journal of the American Oriental Society 47 (1927) p. 364.

8l See Abu Yisuf al-Kirkisani, K7td6 al-anwdr wa'l-marakis, jewzs}z Quarterly
Review (old series) 7 (1895) p..705.

[104]



BYZANTINE JEWRY IN THE SEVENTH CENTURY

a self-styled Messiah arose in Palestine,®® and, although the evidence of
his influence as far west as Spain is no longer accepted, it is by no means
unlikely that it did spread a certain way into imperial territory. The feel-
ings that his imposture aroused amongst contemporaries may be re-
flected by the fact that his punishment is most severe in the earliest
source-becoming progressively milder in the later ones as the memory of
his misdeeds begins to fade.® Leo’s persecution, therefore, may be associat-
ed with a crisis in the east just as was that of 630-632. Its character was
just as short, lived. In the code of laws known as the Ecloga there are no
references whatever to the Jews, although it was almost certainly pub-
lished very shortly after, probably in 726.%

A general consideration of the legal position of Byzantme Jewry pro-
vides powerful arguments, admittedly all azgumenta ¢ silentio, that dur-
ing the whole of the seventh and for most of the eighth century the govern-
ment saw no reason to emphasise the laws which already existed dealing
with the Jews. Justinian I had forbidden them to hold official positions,
save the expensive one of the decurionate, to serve in the army,% to own
Christian slaves®? and to proseletyse among the Christians.®® Nothing more
is heard of these prohibitions until 797 when they appear in certain ad-
ditions to the Ecloga® which are merely extracts from the law-books of
]ustlman and they are not formally re-enacted until the time of Basil [.70
It is inconceivable that, if during the seventh century the Jews had be-
come a special problem for the government, there should be no trace of
the repetition of any of those laws if not of a stricter version of one or an-
other of them.

A similar argument can be applied to the fiscal position of the Jews. In
429, the aurum coronarium, the money contributed by the Jews for the

82 g Chronique de Denys de Tell-Makré, fourth part transl. J. B. Chabot, Bibliothéque
de ’école des hautes études, fasc. 112, Paris 1895, pp. 25—27, Theoph. 401 (19-20),
Kitgb* al-*Unwin, PO vol. 8 p. 504, Michael the Syrian, vol. 2 p. 490, Anonymi Aucioris
Chronicon ad annum Christi 1234 pertinens, ed. J. B. Chabot, Corpus Scriptorum
Christianorum Orienéalium, Scriptores Syrii, série III vol. 14 fasc. I, p. 308 (Paris
1920).

68 See J. Starr, ‘Le Mouvement messianique au début du viii itme siécle’ REJ 102
(1937) pp. 81-92.

6 According to Dionysius; he is tortured and slain, accordmg to the K7tab al-‘Unvdn,
only slain, according to Michael the Syrian he is punished in an unstated manner after
a full confession, according to the 13th century Syrian writer, he has merely to return the
money acquired as a result of his imposture.

8 See G, Ostrogorsky, Geschichte, p. 122 note §5.

8 Codex Tustinianus 1. 5. 12 ed. A. Hermann, Leipzig, 1848, vol. 1 pt. ii p. 73.

87 Novel. 37 Zachariae von Lingenthal, pp. 200-210.

8 CI.I.7.1. Hermann, p. 79.

& Ecloga Leonis et Constantini cum appendice, ed. A.G. Mompherratos, Athens 1889,
pp. 64-67. For the date see Zachariae von Lingenthal, Geschickte des griechisch-rdomi-
schen Rechts, 3rd edn. Berlin 1892, p. 18.

® Basitica 1. 1. 30, LX. 54. 30 and LX. 54. 31, ed. D. Heimbach, Basilicorum Libri
LX, Leipzig 1833—1850, vol. 1 p. 22, and vol. 5 p. 895.
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upkeep of the Jewish patriarchate, was diverted to the imperial treasury
by Theodosius I1.7* This provision for a tax on the Jews was continued
by Justinian I"? but later developments have to be deduced from texts
which have given rise to considerable controversy.” The earliest reference
after the times of Justinian which may imply such a tax occurs in a passage
accusing the emperor Michael I of oppressing the Christians and of
freeing the Jews from their taxes but it is not easy to see whether a special
tax in fact is meant.” A similar difficulty arises in a reference to Basil I
promising the Jews exemption from taxes on conversion, but here the
language used does rather more strongly imply taxation on Jews as such.”®
There is an apparently much more definite statement in the tenth-century
Kitab al masilik wa’l mamalik of the Arab geographer Ibn Khurdadhbah
where it is said that in the Byzantine Empire “Jews and idolators pay
one dinir a head in addition to one dirhem a hearth each year’”.”® This
passage has been accepted as evidence of a tax on Jewry by Professor Dél-
ger and by Andréadés”™ but has been criticised by Starr on the grounds
that the word ‘idolators’ should really' have been translated ‘magians’
and that the geographer is merely ascribing to the empire the jizyak ~ a
familiar tax payable in his day by Jews, Christians and Magians — but
under Muslim rule.”® An almost identical passage occurs in the 7aéa 7’
al-hawdn of al-Marwazi an eleventh century work based on earlier ma-
terial,” but it is open to the same objection: that there were no magians
in the empire and that the author might have had Muslim customs in
mind — even if he were not directly copying the passage in Ibn Khurdadh-
bah. A more important piece of evidence is provided by a chrysobull
of Constantine IX who, in 1049, granted the proceeds of a tax on
fifteen Jewish families in the island of Chios to the monastery of Né«x

" Codex Theodosianus 16. 8. 29 (Theodosiani Libri XVI, ed. Th. Mommsen, Berlin
1905, vol. 1 pt. ii p. 895.

2 C1.1.9. 17 (Hermann, p. 82)

? The two principal monographs are by F. Délger, ‘Die Frage der Judensteuer in
Byzanz’, Vierteljakrschr. f. Soz.- u. Wirtschaftsgesck. 26 (1933) pp. 1—24 supporting
the existence of a special tax, and by A. Andréadés, ‘Les Juifs et le fisc dans ’empire
byzantin® Mélanges Diehi, Paris 1930, vol. 1 pp. 7-29, on the whole, opposing it.

™ Theophanes Continuatus, ed. 1. Bekker, Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzanitinae,
Bonn 1838, p. 48. See Andréadés, “Les Juifs etle Fisc®, pp. 28-29 and Délger, ‘Die Frage?,
P. 11 (Regeslen 414.)

" Theoph. Cont. p. 341. See Starr, The Jews in the Byzantine Empire p. 133 (the
reference to Theophanes is given incorrectly). There is no reference to the aurumz corona-
rium in the Basilica itself. The reference by J. Juster, Les Juifs dans Uempire romain,
Paris 1914, vol. 2 p. 287, and by A. Andréadés, ‘Les Juifs et le Fisc’, p. 10 is to Basilica
LX 54. 30 (Heimbach vol. 5 p. 895) which in fact deals with attempts at proseletysation
by the Jews (see above p. 112, n. 70).

7 transl. C, Barbier de Meynard, Journ. As. 5 (1865) p. 480.

7 <Les Juifs et le Fisc’ p. 12 and *‘Die Frage’ pp. 5-6.

™8 Starr, The Jews in the Byz. Empire p. 13 and p. 111.

™ V. Minorsky, ‘Marwazi on the Byzantines’, in Mélanges H. Grégoire 2 (1950)
P- 458.
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Mov#.80 Despite the objections of Andréadés it is difficult to see in this
anything but a reference to some sort of special tax paid by the Jews.%
Finally, there may be noticed a most interesting letter containing a re-
ference to the Jews of Thessalonica at the end of the eleventh century.
The excitement caused by the launching of the First Crusade seems to
have communicated itself to them and they had begun to dream of the
imminent coming of the Messiah. Their sincere enthusiasm so impressed
the emperor Alexius I that they are described as dwelling “in great se-
curity, free of the poll-tax (gulgolet) and taxes (?) (‘omndshim)’ .3 The
word ‘omdshim has been translated by Starr as “other taxes’ although
the word “other’’ does not appear in the Hebrew text. In Neubauer’s
edition the pointing might indicate the dual form of the word (‘ondskdaim)
which would differentiate it clearly from the other term used and would
stress the extra taxes Jews had to pay. But apart from a grammatical
objection to this reading,® a study of the photograph of this page of the
manuscript in Mann’s edition convinces that the word is in its simple
- plural form.® It then becomes rather more difficult to distinguish it effect-
ively from the other term, but the very fact that it is used at all empha-
sises that two kinds of taxation must have been involved — probably
those paid by the Jews and those paid by the population as a whole.%
Evidence is therefore, on the whole, in favour of a special tax on Jews,
and, in their last opinians on this question, both Andréadés and Starr
came to agree with Professor Délger that Byzantine fewry had, in fact,
been subject to such a tax.® There must then surely be some importance
in the fact that although these and other references to a tax do exist,
nothing can be found regarding the Jews and the imperial treasury under
the Heracleians or the Isaurians. It is known that both these dynasties

8 Délger, Regesten 892. Text in G. Zolotas, ‘Ietopix v5ig Xlov, vol. 2, Athens 1924,
Pp. 282-283.

81 Andréades, ‘Les Juifs et le Fisc® pp. 22—23, Dolger, ‘Die Frage’ pp. 12=14. The
terminology differs significantly in a similar grant made in 1044 involving Christian
households. See Délger, Regesten 862, and Zolstas, p. 265.

82 This letter has been edited first by A. Neubauer, in Jew. Quart. Rev., Old Series
9 (1897) pp. 27—29, and then by ]J. Mann, ‘Te Messianic movements in the First Crusade’,
‘Ha-Tequfah’ 23 (1925) pp. 253259 (in Hebrew).

8 With Neubauer’s pointing the word would be in its “pausal” form, i. e. at the end of
a phrase or sentence. Its actual position makes this inappropriate.

8 Mann, *The Messianic Movements’, p. 255. I am indebted to Mr. Aryeh Rubinstein
of Manchester for drawing my attention to the problem of ‘ondskirm’ in this text. My
remarks are based on his elucidation.

85 See Dolger, ‘Die Frage’, p. 14 note 3, for possible Greek equivalents. D. Kaufman,
4 hitherto unknown Messianic Movemens# Jew. Quart. Rey., Old Series 10 (1898)
p. 146 accepts Neubauer’s pointing and calls it a double tax. Later he has translated it
“more rigorous tax’’ — a term not in the text. See Andréades, ‘Les Juifs et le Fisc’, p. 11
note Q. ‘

8 A, Andréades, ‘Tke Jews in the Byz. Empire’, Econ. Hist. 3 (1934) pp. 1—23, ]. Starr,
Romania, Paris 1949, Dp. 111—113, — though the latter still thought that the tax was in-
stead of and not in addition to the ordinary taxes.
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were deeply concerned with administrative reform and it might be ex-

pected that, had the events of 630—32 and 721-22 been part of an excep-

tionally anti-semitic policy, some signs would have remained of conse-

quent measures in the financial sphere — for example, attempts to in-

crease revenue at the expense of the Jews. In any case, the value of
either could only be small for the actual period under discussion. In the

seventh century, even before the loss of its richest territories, the govern-

ment had been in great financial difficulties. Heraclius had been compelled
to ‘borrow large sums both from the laity and from the clergy®” while the

young Constantinus was constrained by lack of money to seize the very
crown form his father’s coffin.88 When the Arabs overran Syria, Palestine

and Egypt, and, later in the century, the whole of North Africa, the position

could scarcely have improved. It is significant, therefore, that there is not

the slightest trace of any attempt to levy a special tax on that part of the

population which was the least likely to make an effective protest.

It is instructive to compare the lot of the Jews in the Byzantine Empire
after the decree of 632 with that of the Jews in Visigothic Spain. During
the second half of the seventh century the position of the latter steadily
declined. In 681, the Visigothic King Ervigius issued twenty-eight laws
dealing with every aspect of Jewish life which included absolute prohi-
bitions on the keeping of the festivals and on the performance of the
marriage rite.8? Under King Egica (687-702) the Jews were officially de-
clared slaves and their children were seized from them for conversion.*
This was in truth ‘“La politique résolument antisémite’’. Under the Hera-
cleians, however, no regulations of this kind are to be found. It would,
of course, be absurd to suggest that they had abandoned the traditional
discriminations practised against the Jews by imperial governments.®* It
is reasonable to conclude, however, that such did not play with them the
exceptionally important role which might have been expected in the times
throughwhich the empire waspassing and in view of otherstringent measures
which the dynasty did adopt. This conclusion is emphasised by the striking
contrast which is to be found between the life of the Jews under the emp-
erors and under the Visigothic kings. The events of 630 to 632, just as those
of 721-722, were exceptional storms in a period of comparative calm for the
Jews. The Heracleians were able to consolidate their power, reform their
administrationand, inthe end, successfully resist the Arab invaders, without
having to resort to the continual persecution of their Jewish minority.

87 Theoph, 302. 33 - 303. 3.

88 Cedrenus, Synopsis Historiarum, MPG vol. 121 col. 824C.

8% Jeges Visigothorum, ed. K. Zeumer, MGH: Legum sectio 1: — Leges Nationum
Germanicarum, vol. 1, Hannover & Leipzig 1902, pp- 426—456.

% See J.Juster, ‘La Condition légale des Juifs sous les rois visigoths®, Etudes d’histoire
Juridigue offertes & Paul Frédéric Girard, Paris 1913, vol. 2 pp. 279-298.

®1 For a succinct account of the restrictions progressively placed on the Jews by the
emperors from Constantine to Theodosius II see J. Parkes, The Jew in the Medieval
Community, London 1938, pp. 12—14.
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A familiar passage in the Chronicle of Theophanes tells us that in the
year A. M. 6214 (= A.D.721-2) the Emperor Leo I1I ordered the forcible
baptism of all Jews and Montanists.! This information has attracted little.
special attention. Those whose field of interest has been either the Byzan-
tine Empire as such or Byzantine Jewry specifically have usually been
content to note it as a comparatively rare instance of a Byzantine emperor
directly coercing his Jewish subjects.* The reference to the Montanists, if
at all thought worthy of mention, has been accepted as no more than an
ordinary example of normal Byzantine policy towards heretics.® Yet the
passage deserves closer analysis. This is what Theophanes says: ,,To0t¢
T Erel TYAYRACEY 6 Baauieds Todg “Efpatoug %al Tove Movravodg Parntilesdar.
of 3¢ *TouSaiot dmpompétes Bantldpevol dnehobovro 6 Bdnriopa kol éodiov-
e perehdpPavoy Thy dylay Swpeav xat Expawvov v wiotw. of 88 Movravol
Stapavtedoavreg tautols xal dploavieg Hudpav eloiirdov elg Todg Gplapévoug
olxoug THg TAGYNG adT@Y xal xaTéxavcay gawrtode'. Here is an unambiguous
enough statement, where neither the event described, nor the language
used to describe it, would seem to need much interpretation. The reference
to the Montanists, however, does raise ‘certain problems.

The first is that they appear at all in such a context. It is well enough
known that this sect of Phrygian visionaries separated from the Church
towards the end of the second century and that, at various subsequent
periods, it attracted disciples both in the eastern and in the western terri-

1 Theophanis chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, vol. 1, Leipzig (1883) (= Theoph.), 401
(21~27). For this period Theophanes’ dating is likely to be accurate, see G. Ostrogorsky,
History of the Byzantine State, 2nd ed. transl. by J. M. Hussey, Oxford (1956), p. 80;
cf. F. Dolger, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des ostromischen Reiches, Munich-Berlin
(1924), pt. 1, no. 286. ' .

2 E. g. Ostrogorsky, p. 142; C. Diehl - G. Margais, Le Monde oriental de 395 a 1081,
Paris (1944), p. 262; on the Jewish side, 5. W, Baron, A Social and Religious History of
the Jews, vol. 3, New York (1957), pp. 175-6, 313—4; J. Starr, The Jews in the Byzantine
Empire 641-1204, Athens (1939), PP- 2-3, 8, 91-92. See also A. Sharf, Byzantine Jewry
in the Seventh Century, Byz. Zeitschr. 48 (1955), p. 115. It may be worth stressing that
although the present intention is to modify this view, the prefatory note (p. 104) needs,
after ten years, no modification: Starr's collection of sources remains invaluable, and his
place in Byzantine-Jewish historiography remains unfilled.

8 Neither Ostrogorsky nor Diehl thought the Montanists worth mentioning in this
context; E. J. Martin, A History of the Iconoclastic Controversy, London (1932), p. 26,
called both parts of the decree ‘‘Leo’s policy of a simplification of religion™.
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tories of the Empire.* It established its own hierarchy, maintained by a
system of regular financial contributions.® In the year 530 it was proscribed
by Justinian,® while about twenty-five years later the churches of its chief
centre Papouza,? together with the supposed bones of its eponymous foun-
der, were burned by John of Ephesus — again on imperial instructions.®
But, in these later stages, the Montanists had begun to split into quite dis-
parate groups, only loosely connected by a vague tradition. In this weaker
form they may indeed have persisted in Asia Minor until the Seljuk in-
vasions, but they can have born little relation to the movement which had
once fascinated Tertullian, and can hardly have been thought of as very
dangerous by the authorities. In fact, after the action taken by Justinian,
Montanists are scarcely mentioned until this notice by Theophanes, that
is, after nearly two hundred years.? It is, therefore, not easy to understand
why Leo should have paid them such specific attention during the first
years of his reign, when his chief concern was to restore the stability of the
Empire after a long period of internal disorder and external danger.

A second, and more serious problem is the use of the word BamrileoSar.
The exact procedure for the reception of heretics back into the Church had
not infrequently been the subject of dispute. On one point, however, ortho-
dox opinion was clear enough: Anyone baptised once, even by heretics,
could not be baptised a second time — whatever other ceremonies he might
have to undergo.1® A bishop of Tarragona had been threatened with ex-
communication by Pope Siricius if he persisted in his intention of baptising
a second time those who had been baptised by Arians — both in the East
and in the West tradition permitted one baptism only.!! And this ruling
found, of course, its most familiar expression in St. Augustine’s polemic

* For a general account and a bibliography, see G. Bardy, “Montanisme”, Dict. théol,
cathol. 10 (1929), cols. 2355-2370; the standard works are still by P. Labriolle, La Crise
montaniste and Les sources de I'histoire de montanisme, both Paris (1913).

5 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica, V. 16; ed. J. P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus,
series graeca (= MPG) vol. 20, col. 469B; ed. D. N. Bonwetsch, Texte zur Geschichte
des Montanismus, Bonn (1914), 7 (21).

$ Codex Justinianus, 1. 5. 20; iii—vii.

? For the location of this place-name, see W. M. Ramsay, Cities and Bishoprics of
Phrygia, vol. 1, pt. 1, Oxford (1895), p. 213.

8 La Chronique de Michel le Syrien, ed. and transl. by J. B. Chabot, 4 vols., Pans
(1899-1910) (= Michael the Syrian), vol. 2, pp. 269-270; in the time of the Emperor
Justin another set of bones had been burned which turned out to be the wrong ones — the
local priest had been bribed by the Montanists.

® Labriolle, La Crise, p. 536; cf. Ramsay, vol. 1, pt. 2 (1897), p. 574. They are no more
than formally included in lists of heresies; see Labriolle, Les sources, pp. 241-243.

10 For a general account of such ceremonies and for the bibliography, see V. Ermoni,
Abjuration, Dict. d’archéol. chrét. et de liturgie, 1 (1924), cols. g8—103.

! “quod etiam totus Oriens Occidensque custodit: a quo tramite vos quoque posthac
minime convenit deviare, si non vultis a nostro collegio synodali sententia separari” —
Siricii epistolae I, 1., ed. J. P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus, series latina (=
MPL), vol. 13 col. 1134; cf. a similar decision by Pope Vigilius, Vigilii epistolae II. 4.,
MPL vol. 69, col.18.
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against the Donatists.12 It is true that Gregory the Great, while giving
substantially the same ruling, added that certain sects and, among them,
the “Cataphrygae’ that is, the Montanists,’® had to be re-baptised.!* But
this apparent exception should be treated with reserve. Gregory asserted
that, in the case of the Montanists, there had been no real baptism since
they had a perverted understanding of the Holy Spirit and thus of the
Trinity.1% But it was precisely this kind of objection which the Church had
already rejected: if the correct trinitarian formula had been pronounced at
baptism it was sufficient — however perversely it might be interpreted.®
And it may even be that Gregory was wrong on the facts. According to
_ Epiphanius, one of the normally accepted authorities on heretics, the Mon-
tanists understood the Trinity in a wholly Catholic sense.'? These theolo-
gical objections to the likelihood of a second baptism for Montanists'® are
supported by the circumstance that in no other instance of persecution is
such a procedure mentioned. Justinian, for example, is simply said to have
ordered them to change their faith without any reference to baptism, forced
or otherwise.® '

A third problem is posed by the close resemblance between the story, as
told by Theophanes, of the Montanists’ heroic decision to burn themselves
alive rather than submit to the decree of Leo I1I, and that told by Pro-
copius of an identical end to their persecution by Justinian.?® Such a repe-
tition is suspect. In the present instance it constitutes an additional reason
for viewing Theophanes’ reference to the Montanists with considerable
reserve.

The question of Theophanes and the Montanists cannot be treated in
isolation. It has to be approached together with his reference to the Jews
and compared to other accounts of Leo’s persecution. These fall into two
groups. On the one hand, there are those which obviously copy Theopha-

12 De baptismo contra Donatistas S. Augustini liber I, 1, MPL vol. 43, col. 109.

13 A common name for the Montanists from 9 xatd @pbyag aipeatg cf. H. Grégoire,
Epigraphie chrétienne - les inscriptions hérétiques d’Asie Mineure, Byzantion 1 (1924),
PP. 695-710.

14 S Gregorii Magni epistolae X, 17., MPL vol. 77, cols. 1206 B-1207A.

18 “hj vero haeretici qui in Trinitatis nomine minime baptizantur, sicut sunt . .. Cata-
phrygae, quia ... sanctum Spiritum perverso sensu esse quemdam pravum hominem
Montanum credunt . . . cum ad sanctam Ecclesiam veniunt, baptizantur, quia baptisma
non fuit, quod, in errore positi, in sanctae Trinitatis nomine minime perceperunt.”

16 Cf. the views of Pope Stephen I as reported in Epistola Firmiliani ad Cyprianum,
MPL vol. 3; cols. 1160-1163; G. Bareille, “Baptéme des Hérétiques”, Dict. théol. cathol.
2 (1910), cols. 228—229.

17 S, Epiphanius adversus haereses XLVIII, MPG vol. 41, col. 856 B: “repi 82 ITatpde
sl YioB, el &eyfov Tvedpatog ppovolon dpoimg tf) dyta nedodufi “Exwdunota”.

18 Bardy, col. 2369, while admitting the weight of such objections, leaves the question
open. :

19 “36Eay v modandy Exéheue petorideodun’’ Procopius, Anecdota, XI, 15.

“‘36Eng Tig matplov todg maparmimrovrag Avdyralov ustaBdddeodu” ibid, XI, 21.

20 Ibhid. XI. 23.
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nes, and so have little importance in the present context. Thus, for example,
Cedrenus tells the same story with insignificant changes of wording,2?
while in the chronicle of Ekkehard there merely appears an exact Latin
translation from Theophanes.?2 On the other hand, there are those which,
somehow or other, have formed versions of their own. The most striking
variation is to be found in the account by Leo the Grammarian. This is
what he ascribes to the Emperor:23

,EBdmTice 3¢ xal Tols ‘ERpatoug dvayractéc, hats Aéyeodat Extote Tobg

‘EBpatovg et Movravode.”

The curious connection made here between Montanists and Jews has,
perhaps not surprisingly, received little attention. Leo has, normally, no
independent value for this period, while the one comparable notice, in the
chronicle of George the Monk, not only suffers from the same disadvantage
but also happens to occur in a section whose whole authenticity is proble-
matic.24 Starr dismissed this passage in Leo as a confused rendering of
Theophanes, perhaps influenced by the indiscriminate use of ““Jew’’ and
“Montanist’’ as derogatory epithets.25 Professor Baron has agreed with
Starr.2® Neither mention George the Monk.?7

It seems that the only one to have taken Leo the Grammarian seriously
was the Russian Jewish scholar V. N. Beneshevitch. He believed that this
version of the persecutions could explain the presence of a scholium to the
tenth century text of an abjuration formula required from Jewish converts
to Christianity. It runs as follows:2® ‘

,,61L of Movravol xeywpiopévor o0 “Efpaixod £%ovg xal Tig todTwy
XATUOTAGEWG AéyovTan, olov dpwpiomévor xul e THe cuvaywyis adT@Y
Bvteg St Twag altiag, el 3% wdlwv Omootpédwar Seyovrar adrodg Gg
Subppovag xal Taggousty adtods wed’ Exvtdv d¢ T an’ apyic.”
It was the origins of this Jewish sect, described for no apparent reason by
the scholiast, since the formula itself has no mention of it,2? which was the

. 2! Georgii Cedreni historiarum compendium, MPG, vol. 121, col. 869 C.

22 Ekkehardi chronicon universale sub anno 723 (Monumenta Germaniae Historica
vol. 6, p. 157).

23 ] eonis Grammatici chronographia, ed. B. G. Niebuhr, Corpus Scriptorum Historiae
Byzantinae, Bonn (1842), p. 179; cf. Starr, The Jews, pp. 92-3.

24 Georgii monachi hamartoli chronicon, MPG vol. 110, col. 928 A. On Leo and George
as sources, see Ostrogorsky, p. 130. Migne copied E. Muralt’s edition, St. Petersburg
(1859), pp. 638—639. This section is entirely ommitted by C. de Boor in his collation of
the extant mss., Leipzig, 2 vols., (1904).

28 Starr, The Jews, p. 92.

26 Baron, vol. 3 (1957), p- 314 (note 3).

27 The only modern writer to cite George the Monk in this context (without discussion)
is J. Parkes, The Conflict of the Church and the Synagogue, London (1934), p. 266 (note 1).

28 V. N. Beneshevitch, On the History of the Jews in Byzantium from the 6th to the
1oth Century (in Russian), Yevreiskaya Misl’ 2 (1926), p. 318; for an English version cf.
Starr, The Jews, pp. 177-178.

22 For two alternative texts of the formula, see Beneshevitch, pp. 305-7; 308-316. For
an English rendering of the second one, see Starr, The Jews, pp. 173—-176; ¢f. F. Cumont,
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subject, according to Beneshevitch, of Leo the Grammarian’s strange as-
sertion. Far from misunderstanding Theophanes, he was referring to a
quite separate consequence of the persecution.

About the year 720, there had arisen in Syria a false messiah called Se-
verus or Serenus. His supporters had two main characteristics: a strong
inclination to minimise, perhaps entirely to deny the validity of the Oral
Law and an insistence on Jewish national aspirations. Their influence
spread far beyond Syria.3® According to Beneshevitch, the phrase ‘“‘so
that henceforth the Jews were also known as Montanists’’ referred to the
specific effect this movement had on some Byzantine Jews. They, too,
began to stress the purely nationalist side of Judaism as against the cere-
monially religious and the Bible as against the Talmud. They were ready
to look sympathetically upon Christianity, perhaps to develop elements of
syncretism. This was why they and their later followers were labelled with
the name of a Christian heresy. It was this tendency, rather than the mo-
tives of policy ascribed by Theophanes to Byzantine Jewry in general,
which caused these particular Jews to offer but little resistance to the
Emperor’s decree.®!

Next, Beneshevitch made use of the fact that a well known 7esponsum
of the Gaon Natronai, ruling on the correct procedure for receiving certain
sectarians back into the congregation of Israel, can be taken as referring to
these followers of Severus.’2 He suggested, but without actually mention-
ing the responsum, that this procedure was sufficiently close to the proce-
dure described by the scholiast. Finally, he completely accepted the notice
in Theophanes. The conclusion to be drawn from his argument must be
that the persecutions produced three distinct reactions: the mass of By-
zantine Jewry casually agreed to be baptised and then ‘“‘washed off their
baptism’’; the “real” Montanists preferred suicide to apostasy; the *‘Je-
wish’’ Montanists did not feel impelled to resist — not because of fear or
apathy but because of their specific religious attitude. This was an inge-
nious hypothesis which Beneshevitch might, indeed, have supported fur-
ther by adding that Severus himself was a Christian —most probably to the

Une formule grecque de renonciation au judaisme, Wiener Studien 24 (1902) (Festheft
E. Bormanns), pp. 230-240.

30 This false messiah was first given his place in Jewish history by H. Graetz, Geschichte
der Juden, 4th edn., vol. 5, Leipzig (1909), pp. 457—460; cf. a shortened English version
of an earlier edition, vol. 4, Philadelphia (1894), pp. 121~122. The fullest treatment is
by Starr, ‘‘Le mouvement messianique au début du VIII siécle”, Revue des Etudes Juives
(= RE]) 102 (1937), pp. 81-92.

31 Beneshevitch, pp. 215-217.

32 For the text of the responsum, see PIX TR 2T mawn (Responsa of the
Geonim, Gates of Righteousness), Salonika (1792) p. 24 (no. 7, no. 10); for its assumed
reference to Serenus/Severus, based on the emendation of w4 to s19, see L. Ginsberg,
Geonica, vol. 2, New York (1929), pp. 50-51 (note 1); cf. Starr, Le Mouvement, p. 91;
Baron, vol. 5, pp. 380-382 (note 58). The vexed question of whether Natronai I bar
Nehemiah (middle of eighth century) or Natronat II bar Hilai (middle of ninth century)
was the author of the responsum does not affect the present argument.
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end of his messianic career.? But Beneshevitch raised problems at least as
serious as those which he claimed to have solved.

In the first place, his hypothesis does not explain why the Byzantine
followers of Severus were particularly described as Montanists and were
not given the name of some other Byzantine heresy. Beneshevitch admit-
ted this difficulty but was confident that an examination of the sources
would overcome it by revealing previous instances of friendly contact bet-
ween Montanists and Jews, especially since the scholium could, he thought,
be explained in no other way. Evidence apparently pointing to such con-
tact does occur. For example, an early accusation against the Montanists
alleged that the synagogue was not nearly so hostile to them as it was to
the true believers.34 But this is scarcely convincing. Accusations of Ju-
daising were, of course, common in theological disputes, a circumstance
which makes most of the evidence of supposed sympathy between Mon-
tanist and Jew and, therefore, any argument based upon such evidence,
at least doubtful.35

A more serious objection is the difficulty of accepting that any Jewish
sect of that period could have been encouraged by its anti-traditionalism
to offer little resistance to baptism. The Karaites, for example, the best-
known and most uncompromising opponents of the Rabbis, had no sym-
pathy whatever for Christianity, despite the occasionally remarkable si-
milarities between Karaite and Christian polemic against Rabbinical me-
thods of exegesis.®8 It is no easier to believe that enthusiastic messianists
who stressed their Jewish nationalism, whatever their religious attitude
may precisely have been, could readily have submitted to a ceremony
which, apart from its religious meaning, inevitably implied submission to
the sovereignty of Constantinople. It is this purely political aspect which
is stressed by Michael the Syrian: the Jews who accepted baptism were
given the title of “new citizens’ .37 The suggestion, in short, that a nation-
alist communal movement did not necessarily need to resist the demand of
the State for religious conformity infers a distinction between national and
religious loyalties which is wholly anachronistic.

33 The principle sources make this quite clear: see La chronique de Denys de Tell-
Mahre, gth pt. trans. J. B. Chabot, Bibliothéque de 1’école des hautes études, fasc. 112,
Paris (1895), pp. 25—27; Michael the Syrian, p. 490; Anonymi auctoris ad annum Christi
1234 pertinens, transl. by J. B. Chabot, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium,
Scriptores Syrii I11, serie 111, vol. 14, fasc. 1, Paris (1920), p. 308.

34 Eusebius, V. 16: MPG vol. 20, col. 469 A ; Bonwetsch, p. 7 (3-14); cf. Parkes, p. 126.

35 The accusations, for example, of both Judaism and Montanism hurled at the Icono-
clasts (J. D. Manst, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, vol. 14, col. 120,
cf. Starr, The Jews, pp. 92—93) have no more significance than the mutual accusations of
Judaising hurled by the Eastern and Western Churches during the azymotic controversy.

38 Cf. Z. Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium, Jerusalem (1959), pp. 39-40 (note 3z);
Pp- 278-279, and his Some Aspects of the Karaite Attitude to Christians and to Christia-
nity, Second World Congress of Jewish Studies, Jewish History Section, Jerusalem (1957),
PP- 14-15.

87 Michael the Syrian, p. 490.
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Yet, in one fundamental respect, Beneshevitch made an important con-
tribution to the question of the forced baptisms under Leo III; an illumi-
nating relation may, indeed, exist between the four passages which have
been cited: Theophanes and Leo the Grammarian on the forced baptisms,
Natronai on the sectarians and the scholiast on the Montanists. The
phrase “so that henceforth the Jews were also known as Montanists’’ need
not be due to any confusion. However, its significance, just as its connec-
tion with the other passages, should be rather differently understood.

Beneshevitch was right in claiming that Leo the Grammarian was refer-
ring to two distinct elements — to the Byzantine Jewish community as a
. whole, and to a specific group within it. Leo added, as he rarely did for
that period, to the information given by Theophanes, and did not misun-
derstand it. But it is possible to go further and to infer that he corrected
this information in an essential particular, thus providing an answer to the
question with which this enquiry began: the difficulty of the Montanists
in the whole context of the forced baptisms disappears if it be assumed
that the Montanists in Theophanes are none other than Leo the Gramma-
rian’s Jews who “were also known as Montanists”, and that Theophanes,
just as Leo, was really speaking of two distinct tendencies within Byzan-
tine Jewry. What was this second tendency? Again, Beneshevitch was
right to identify it with those who had fallen under the influence of Se-
verus. But their reaction to the baptisms must have been exactly the op-
posite of what Beneshevitch suggested. While many Jews may have looked
upon the Emperor’s demands as no more than a temporary inconvenience,
it was precisely the nationalist zealots who fiercely resisted.

This hypothesis of two opposite tendencies within Byzantine Jewry can
be supported by placing Severus in the context of two other false mes-
siahs: the so-called ‘‘rebel of Pallughtha'’ in 6453 and the Persian Jew,
Abd ‘Isa al-Ispahini, who led a revolt in the reign of the khalif ‘Abd al-
Malik (685—705).3? All three had certain basic characteristics in common.
All were explicitly anti-traditionalist.#® Yet none had any inclination to
compromise with either of the two ruling religions, despite instances of ap-
parent parallelisms to both of them.*! On the contrary, all were inspired
by the conviction that the conflict between Byzantium and Islam was
nothing less than a precursor of the last days. Both empires would perish
and the Jews would inherit their promised land. It was preaching of this
kind, indeed, that helped to bring them all to a violent end. It was the

38 Chronica Minora, transl. by I.Guidi, CSCO, Scriptores Syrii III, vol. 4, pt. 1,
Paris (1903), pp. 27—28; cf. Starr, “‘Le Mouvement”, p. 84.

39 Abd Yisuf Ya’kib al Kirkisany, Kitab al-anwar w'al-marakib, transl. L. Nemoy,
“Al-Qirgisan1’s Account of the Jewish Sects and of Christianity”’. Hebrew Union College
Annual, 7 (1930), p. 328; cf. W. Bacher, *‘Qirgisani the Karaite and his work on the
Jewish Sects”, Jewish Quarterly Review (old series) 7 (1895), p. 705.

40 Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium, pp. 7-8.

41 On such elements in Abu ‘Isa, see Baron, vol. 5, pp. 186—7; p. 377 (note 49).
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excitement engendered by this conviction which spread to Byzantine
Jewry, 2 powerful enough, probably, to have been reflected in two roughly
contemporary apocalyptic texts.43 On the other hand, it is only reasonable
to suppose that, as with any extremist movement, the majority remained
unaffected. Starr rightly pointed out that suggestions of a general spirit of
aggressiveness amongst Byzantine Jews in this period, whether related to
the messianic movements or no, were quite without foundation.** This
was, in fact, how the two tendencies were created. But the Emperor Leo
would scarcely have a mind for fine distinctions. The agitation of a mili-
tantly inclined minority proclaiming the imminent destruction of the Em-
pire was sufficient to make of all Jews a direct threat to imperial authority.
It was this minority, however, which both provoked the decree comman-
ding forced baptism and uncompromisingly resisted its application.

For the existence of such a minority there is yet other evidence or, at the
least, material from which such an inference can reasonably be made.
Agapius of Menbidj, who has independent value as a source for this period,
states that the Emperor forced Christianity upon the Jews and upon cer-
tain others whom he has described by a word whose correct reading is pro-
bably al-K haranikah, equivalent to al-Jardjimah, a term often used in the
Arabic sources for “Mardaites’’ .4 This was the name given to a tribe in
the mountains of the L.ebanon who had caused the Muslims much trouble,
for the reason that its basic meaning was “rebel”.% It is to be supposed
that Agapius used it in this latter sense, since the context can have no rele-
vance for the Mardaites themselves, in other words, that he was speaking
of some rebellious group, distinct from the known Jewish community, of
whose identity he was not informed. Finally, there may be a reference to
this minority in the somewhat mysterious passage of the Ecloga which

42 |, Mann, (communication from an unpublished paper), Journal of the Palestine
Oriental Society, 47 (1927), p. 364, cf. Baron, vol. 3, p. 176; Starr, The Jews, p. 92 (who
has reservations).

43 See 1. Levi, L’Apocalypse de Zerubabel RE] 68 (1914), pp. 131-160; 69 (1920),
PP. 57—63; 108-121; L. Marmorstein, Les signes du Messie, RE] 52 (1906), pp. 181-186.

44 Starr, The Jews, pp. 94—95; p. 103; cf. the suggestion by Ostrogorsky, p. 142.

5 Agapius of Menbidj, Kitab al-‘Unvan, ed. and transl. by A, A. Vasiliev, Patrologia
Orientalis, vol. 8, p. 504. The reading, and the identification with al-Jarajimah, is Vasi-
liev’s; see p. 492 (note 4) and p. 493. Starr, The Jews, p. 91, transliterates the Arabic as
“HRS”, without explanation. Baron, vol. 3, p. 176 quotes the passage as ‘‘he made the
Jews and the (Montanists) embrace Christianity’”, but does not explain his insertion of
‘‘(Montanists)”. On Agapius as a source for the eighth century, see E. W. Brooks, The
Sources of Theophanes and the Syriac Chroniclers, B. Z. 15 (1906), pp. 578-587.

46 On the activities of al-Jarajimah, see al-Baladhuri, The Origins of the-Islamic State,
trans. P. K. Hitti - F. C. Murgotten, Columbia College Studies in History, Economics
and Public Law, pt. 1, New York (1916), pp. 247-249; cf. A. Sharf, The Defence of By-
zantium’s Eastern Frontier and the Mardaites, Annual of Bar-Ilan University, 1 (1963),
PP- 234245 (in Hebrew). On the equivalence of al-Jarajimah and the Mardaites, and on
the meaning of “Mardaite’’, see Hitti, History of the Arabs, eighth edition, London (1964),

P- 204
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declares that “Manichaeans and Montanists shall suffer death by the
sword’’ 47 Whoever these Manichaeans may have been,! it may be sup-
posed that the Montanists were, once again, none other than this same
minority whose extremism made it directly dangerous to the state, thus
attracting a penalty which was, on the whole, unusual in Byzantine legis-
lation of the period.#® Such an interpretation would explain, more satisfac-
torily than has been previously, why, so shortly after the decree against the
Jews, there is apparently no mention of them whatsoever in the Ecloga.50
Of course, the messianic excitement died down. The threat to imperial
unity receded. The death penalty was probably never exacted — at any
 rate, the legal status of Byzantine Jewry certainly remained unaltered.s!
And the messianists also remained,? but only as a heresy within Jewry of
no interest to the authorities. Their Montanist sobriquet, however, was
odd enough to attract the attention of the scholiast, while their past glories
gave them sufficient communal importance to merit a Rabbinical 7e-
Sponsum. ‘
How came such a sect to be associated with Montanism? The answer
does not lie in any real similarity, as Beneshevitch thought, but, first of all,
in a particular impression of it reflected in the Christian sources. It is
noteworthy that there is evidence of an interpretation in explicitly Chri-
stian terms. Thus Theophanes asserts that Severus deceived the Jews by
claiming to be “‘the Christ, the Son of God”.5? This report of a Christian
messiah who attracted Jewish followers may be the basis for the hitherto
totally inexplicable statement of Michael the Syrian that, about the year
A.S. 978 (=A. D. 667), “many Jews converted and became Christians’’.54

In other words, the impression may have existed that the messianic excite-

47 Ecloga, XV11I, 52; cf. E. H. Freshfield, Roman Law in the Later Roman Empire,
Cambridge (1932), p. 113.

48 In 811, they were identified (again as subject to the death penalty) with the Pauli-
cians; see Theol. 494 (33)-495 (3). But there is no evidence on whom the Ecloga meant.

# Cf. R.S. Lopez, Byzantine Law in the Seventh Century and its Reception by the
Germans and Arabs, Byzantion 16 (1942-43), 445-461; W. Ensslin, The Emperor and
Imperial Administration, Byzantium, Oxford (1948), p. 292.

50 Starr, The Jews, p. 94, deliberately included this passage as negative evidence: i. e.
that the Empire was by then too busy with internal troubles to pay attention to the Jewish
question. However, even if his dating of the Eclogato 741, instead of the usually accepted
726 (see Ostrogorsky, p. 134, note 6) be correct, the shortness of the interval still needs
explaining.

51 Cf. Baron, vol. 3, pp. 186-187.

52 On the dating of Abid ‘Isa’s sect, the longest lasting of the three, see Ankori,
Karaites in Byzantium, pp. 214-215 (note 22); J. Mann, Texts and Studies in Jewish
History and Literature, vol. 2, Philadelphia (1935), p- 303 (note 6).

83 Theoph. 401 (19~20). .

34 Michael the Syrian, for p. 453. The fact that this notice appears in the section nor-
mally for events in the Eastern Patriarchates, as Starr, The Jews, p. 87, points out, is no
great help. Numerous conversions to Christianity of Jews under Muslim rule are surely
inconceivable.
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ment which, at the beginning of Leo’s reign, apparently constituted a
challenge to imperial authority, had been engendered by a Christian-led
sect. Secondly, the possibility cannot be excluded that this sect acquired a
Christian colouring in the sources because Christians were in fact attracted
to it, as it is known they were to other Jewish messianic movements.35

If it be accepted that this Byzantine Jewish minority did acquire some
sort of Christian reputation in addition to one of militant nationalism, it is
not difficult to suggest why it should also have acquired a Montanist label.
The Montanists were primarily known for a messianism whose intense
and peculiar character was one of the chief causes for the original accusa-
tions of heresy brought against them. Both Montanus himself and his im-
mediate successors were believed to be either in special communion with
the Holy Spirit, or the actual incarnations of the Paraclete.5 They were
messiahs; for the mission of the Paraclete was, in the words of the New
Testament, to show the faithful ‘‘the signs of the last things’’.57 Further,
their leaders were the harbingers of the physical establishment of the New
Jerusalem, and it was this which gave their spiritual fervour a highly prac-
tical secular meaning. Their New Jerusalem was prefigured by Papouza,
which thus became, for the time being, the promised land of a chosen
people who would accept no external earthly rule. It was primarily this
claim to communal independance which made them seem especially
dangerous in the eyes of the authorities. It may be no accident that the
two occasions when Justinian ordered their destruction both coincide with
his decrees, followed by a military expedition, against the Samaritans,58
since the Montanists, too, were thought of in a state of potential, if not of
active rebellion. ’

This reputation of dissidence and messianism combined led to the alle-
gation of Montanism against the Jewish messianic nationalists, who were
an irritating obstacle for Leo III in his struggle to re-unite the Empire —
very much as the real Montanists had been for Justinian. It is this allega-
tion which has been preserved, although in a garbled form, by Leo the
Grammarian. And that same tradition of Montanist intransigeance misled
Theophanes. Aware that there had been two quite distinct reactions to the
Emperor’s decree, he ascribed the extremist one to the Montanists and, in
order to give his tale an acceptable climax, made them take the decision
they had really taken in the days of Justinian.

*% For example, in Sicily in the 6th century, see S. Gregorii epistolae III, 38 (MPL
vol. 77, col. 635); in Thessalonica in the 11th century, see J. Mann, Messianic Movements
in the Period of the First Three Crusades (in Hebrew), Ha-Tekufah 23 (1925), p. 256
(31-40); pp. 259~60; Starr, The Jews, p. 204. Tt 1s, of course, a great exaggeration to
suggest that, in the 8th century, “les Juifs montraient une grande ardeur de prosélytisme”
(Diehl, p. 261).

8 P. de Labriolle, History and Literature of Latin Christianity, London (1924),
pp. 63-64.

% John, xxvi, 13-14.

%8 cf. E. Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire vol. 2, Paris (1949), pp. 373-375.
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THE VISION OF DANIEL AS A BYZANTINE —
JEWISH HISTORICAL SOURCE

Studies in the history of Byzantine Jewry have often been hampe-
red by the problem of sources. There is a comparative abundance of ma-
terial for the sixth century and, again, from the beginning of the twelfth
century. However, precisely for that period of greatest interest to the
Byzantinist which lies between — «the imperial centuries» as it has been
_ so happily called — there is a serious lack!. Most Jewish sources tend
to concentrate their attention on the more important communities that
then existed under Muslim rule, while references in the general Byzanti-
ne field are usually inadequate for any particular problem. Every refe-
rence, however problematic, becomes exceptionally valuable. It is in this
light that the information on Jews under the early Macedonians should
be approached, as it is given in an anonymous Vision of Dan iel —
especially since neither Starr, in his famous collection of Byzantine -
Jewish sources?, nor Professor Baron in the Byzantine sections of his so-
ciological and bibliographical survey 3, pay it the attention it deserves.

The Vision of Daniel belongs to the wealth of early
medieval Jewish manuscripts discovered by Solomon Schechter in the Geni-
zah (or archives room) of the Cairo Synagogue?. This particular manus-
cript was presented by him to the Jewish Theological Seminary of Ameri-

* This is a revised and expanded version of «The Vision of Daniel as a By-
zantine - Jewish Historical Source», Bar-Ilan University Annual 4/5 (Part One:
Jewish Studies) (1966 - 1967), pp. 197 - 203 (in Hebrew). My thanks are due to the
joint editors H. Z. Hirschberg & M. Ber.

1. The obvious example for the sixth century is the elaborate legislation of
Justinian, for the twelfth, the journeys of Benjamin of Tudela. For a new con-
cept of the Byzantine period between we are indebted to Romilly Jenkins, Byzan-
{ium : The Imperial Centuries AD 610—1071, London (1966).

2. J. Starr, The Jews in the Byzantine Empire 641-1204, Athens (1939), p. 6;
pp. 134135, p. 141.

3. S. Baron, A Social and Religious History of the Jews, vol. 3, New York
(1957), pp. 174-206; the bibliographic material is on pp. 311-328.

4. As distinet from the majority of these mss., this item has to-day no shelf-
mark or other classification; for its listing, and for the Genizah generally, see
S. Shaked, A Tentative Bibliography of Geniza Documents, Paris & The Hague
(1964), pp. 12-13, p. 182.
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ca where it is now to be found5. So far as its literary style goes, it is a
fairly typical and well-known example of Jewish apocalyptic writing. The
Hebrew text has been edited twice: by Ginzberg in 1928 in his volume in
honour of Schechter ® and by Ibn-Shmuel in his anthology Midra -
sheh-Geulah (Teachings of Redemption») in 1942, (re-printed in
1954) ?. Neither editions provide satisfactory comments on the Byzantine-
historical aspect, leaving fundamental questions unanswered. The rea-
son is partly the poor state of the manuscript, particularly on the verso,
a situation which led Ibn-Shmuel to a great many radical emendations
which have had the unfortunate result of suggesting that little benefit
can be derived from the text as a whole 8. However, neither the state of
the manuscript, nor the presence (or absence) of emendations detracts
from the specific inferences important for the present subject under dis-
cussion, though it may, certainly, leave other problems for ever insoluble.
In 1929, the Byzantine - historical aspect was discussed at greater length
by Krauss. But his comments, though more far-reaching, are not more
convincing than those of the two editors ®. So far as I know, the text has
never been translated °. The version which follows, if nothing to the con-
trary is indicated, is meant to be a literal rendering of it as printed by
Ginzberg. 1 have not thought it necessary to reproduce the division into
lines of the original, but have put in punctuation, and have divided the
text into sections for convenient reference 1.

(A) This is the Vision of Daniel which was revealed to him
in the days of Khosroes, king of Persia. And it is the vision
of the fourteen 12,

5. I wish to express my gratitude to Dr. Nehum Sarna, the Chief Librarian,
for his kindness in supplying me with a photo-copy.

6. L. Ginzberg, Gioze Schechter (Genizah Studies in Honour of Dr. Solomon
Schechter), vol. 1, New York (1928), pp. 313-323 (in Hebrew).

7. Y. 1bn-Shmuel, Midrasheh-Geulah, Jerusalem & Tel-Aviv (1942); 2nd - edn
(1954), pp. 232-252 (in Hebrew). Further references will always be to this second
edition.

8. E. g. Baron, pp. 314-315 (note 6). At the end of this note, however, there
is an important constructive suggestion which is discussed below, p. 314 (note 70).

9. S. Krauss, ¢Un nouveau texte pour I’ histoire judéo - byzantines, Revue des
Etudes Juives 87 (1929), pp. 1-27.

10. Starr translated a little under five lines (with certam omnssmns) into
English (pp. 134 -135). Krauss illustrated his argument by translating not more
than ten lines into French (dispersed throughout his essay). The full Hebrew text
has forty - seven.

11, The mss begins with what is clearly the concluding bl'essing of another
composition. (Ginzberg, p. 317; omitled by Ibn - Shmuel).

12. «of the hand» (lbn- Shmuel p- 249, line 1) is probably the better reading-
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(B)

(©

(D)

(E)

(F)

THE VISION OF DANIEL

I, Daniel, stood by the river Hebar, and the dread vi-
sion was heavy upon me, and I was amazed. And there ca-
me to me Gabriel, captain of the heavenly host, and said
unto me, <Know, beloved man, and hearken: I have come
to tell you that the Mighty Holy One commanded me, ‘Go,
Gabriel, and reveal to Daniel what is to be at the end of days™.

In those days there will arise a king, and the sign of
his name will be the count A R B, and he will be given
dominion. Good deeds will cease in his reign. He will be the
blasphemer before God, and will deal scornfully with God’s
congregation. He will make mock priests and will anger the
Most High by his deeds.

~ And God will destroy him, setting another king in his.
place who will slay him for the evil of his doings. And this
tribe will be exalted from its former state 13, The sign of his
name will be two B’s. He will begin to build the synagogue
which the tribe before him had scorned. He will enrich his
kingdom with great riches, he will conquer nations and bring
peoples under his sway. Then he will become surfeited with
his goodness and will turn his face against the holy ones of
the Most High. He will baptise them by force, -against
their will, and with much woe, and then he will sell them
for slaves and for serving-maids. And he will die in his bed
in great agony.

And he will pass his sceptre into his son’s hand for an
inheritance, whose name will be the sign of royalty for beasts
__ «Leo». He will make a release and give freedom to the
holy nation of the Most High, and the Lord of Lords will
increase his kingdom.

And there will reign together with him, but uncrowned,
peacefully for the space of twenty-two seasons a dark one
beloved by him; and after his death a man from Arabia will
contend with him and overcome him and give him bad

an inconsiderable emendation in the Hebrew:YAD in stead of i’’d (fourteen), the
i has the force of y. There would then be an allusion to Daniel, X. 10: «And,
behold, an hand touched mes. I have generally ommitted discussing the opinions
of the two editors on points of reading or of interpretation, excep when rele-
vant to the Byzantine - historical aspect or when a specific phrase needed elu-

cidation.
13. i. e. the tribe (or dynasty) of the new king. Ibn - Shmuel (p. 249, line 9)

felt it necessary to insert after Melekh ‘aher (another king) «mishevet ’ahers
(from another tribe) into the text; but the sense seems clear enough without this.
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advice but not succeed — and in his days the lowly people
will dwell in tranquillity.

(G) And after there will arise a king who will persecute
them by driving out and not by destruction but mercifully.
He will set his face against God but he will not succeed. He
and four other crowned kings will reign altogether for
forty years, all from the same family. He will hurry to make
changes in his kingdom, but he too will die.

(H) But from the same house there will reign . . . ... many
foes will gather about him to ensnare him but their counsel
will be frustrated for he will be worthy of protection 4.

4y At the beginning of his reign his kingdom will prosper
and be exalted to the skies, but in the last days it will be
destroyed and Great Tyre will conquer it. <And now, Daniel,
make an end until the time when all these sayings of yours
are made plain and clear, and it is discovered what is to
come. For who after you, of those that fear the Lord, will
relate his achievements and his deeds 713, For that which has
been revealed to you is true and trustworthy until the Last
Day» And the Angel lifted his hand to heaven and swore by
Him who liveth forever that that same dynasty would not
fall but would enjoy its possessions peacefully. And the land
would be filled with good things.

Q)] And in the North there will arise the evil one, the son
of wickedness, and he will rule over the land of Aftalopon
three seasons and half a season®. And he will commit sins
the like of which have not been committed from the creation
of the world to its end: for he will join in marriage sons
with their mothers, brothers with their sisters and daughters
with their fathers. And the uncleanliness will be much worse
than any spoken of in the Holy Law. And the Lord God
will look upon the face of all the land and burn with fire
from heaven the cities of Rome the guilty. And there will
be no salvation on the sea or on the dry land from the
wrath of the Lord of Hosts at their corruption. And the Lord

14. i. e, divine protection, see below, p. 316.

15. i. e. in order to show that he, too, has prophetic powers, cf. Isaich XLI. 21.

16. Aftalopon = ‘Extdlogog - «seven-hilled» i. e. Rome; cf. Ginzberg, p. 321,
(note to line 7), and see below, p. 317 «Three seasons and half a season» is the
traditional period for the wicked precursor of the Messiah to rule, cf. e.g. 'The
Prayer of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, 1bn-Shmuel, p. 277 (line 149).
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God will strike dead the house of the evildoer. But happy
are they, yea, happy who on that day are dweliling in Rome
and in Salonica, in Sicily and in Beroia, in Shtriglion and
in Ashiniad, in Aram and in Istambolin1? while many peo-
ples will war in Aftalopon. And the Lord God will rage
against those who dwell in all the islands and cause them to
go into exile and settlein thelandof . .. .. ... .. the great:
And there will be a dearth of crops and cattle, the heavens will
storm in thunder, the earth will quake mightily and a great
fire from heaven will burn up the dwellers of the earth. The
hosts of the unburied dead, the carcases of birds, beasts,
and of all creeping things will lie upon the face of the land.
And the Lord God will rage, and rain down his fire and pour
down his waters, and will cause the seas to quake and heave
and their waves to boil. And there will be nothingness, empti-
ness and chaos. And He will throw them down and drown
them in the depths, and the creatures of the deep will swallow
them up. And one who will come from (other) strongholds
will not know the land and all that is in it, for mariners
will come to mourn the land, «and is this....... from
whence the wealth . ..?»18 They come and go in their ships,
saying one to another, «Is this the city that men call the
perfection of beauty, the joy of the whole earth ?»1%. And
they mourn her many days.

(K) And in those days the kingdom will be given to Rome
........ Eshpion?, gates and towers.......... they
wiil judge . . . . Then the Messiah will reign.

It was the first editor of the Vision who saw that, amongst all
the obscurities and apocalyptic prophecies of the foregoing, there were
definite references to real events. And no one has seriously disputed Gin-
zberg’s view that, at the least, there are references to four Byzantine

17. On the identification of the last five places, see Krauss, pp. 25-26 (re-
printed by Ibn-Shmuel, pp. 246-247).

18. Ibn-Shmuel, p. 252 (line 47) would supply «and is this the city from
‘whence the wealth of peoples came?». But the sense is clear enough without
this.

19. Lamentations, II. 15.

20. Eshpion = coquavav ~ ¢f. Krauss, p. 27 (note 3), or gogi®v a normal al-
ternative form giving a closer transliteration: a palace built by Justinian II
for his wife Sophia; see 4. N. Zrgdrov, Td Buv{dvriov otdv Z' aiGva, tépog B’
*Adivar (1966), oel. 951,
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emperors 3. The king in section D must be Basil I: The «wo B’s» may
stand for his name and title — Basileus/Basileus. He was the first of a
new «tribe» which he <exalted» by murdering the last king of the previous
tribe. Thus Michael III is the king of section C. Leo VI, Basil’s son
(section D) obviously follows; in fact, he is so described in the text.
Basil's attempt to force Christianity upon the Jews fits into the picture —it
is sufficiently attested in other sources 22. The next persecution took place
under Romanus I, thus it has to be that emperor who is intended in se-
ction G. However, the interpretation of these references, just as the evalu-
ation of other historical information that the Vision may have, has
remained an open question.

All interpretations of section C have concentrated on the meaning
of the group A R B. The details of the discussion need not concern us
here. What emerges is that, while both Ginzberg and Ibn-Shmuel held
that, whatever else these three letters may mean, they include a clear allusion
to the word” orev — that is, <enemy» (of the Jewish people)?, Krauss
and Baron did not think that they had any specific Jewish significance.
Krauss thought that the answer was to be found in a Christian rather than
ina Jewish context — an argument to which we shall return “. Baron went
further and suggested that the letters did not refer to Michael at all but
to his chief minister Bardas, on the analogy of a somewhat similar — and
equally cryptic — Arabic reference 2. Starr went further still and decla-
red the letters to be indecypherable 26. However, even if any of these last
three interpretations be accepted in preference to the first two, and the
definite description of Michael as «enemy» be rejected, enough still re-
mains in this section which, on an ordinary reading, implies that Michael
took some action or other against the Jews. Here is the difficulty: there
is nothing whatever in any source, Jewish or non-Jewish, to support this.
How has this difficulty been met by our five commentators ?

Ginzberg, with an engaging simplicity, remarked that Michael, being
so notoriously wicked even if but a tenth of what was related of him
were true, would certainly have been a persecutor of the Jews?®. Ibn-
Shmuel ignored the lack of corroboration in the sources. He kept to the
text itself and merely stressed that the phrase «<he will deal scornfully»

21. Ginzberg, pp. 313-316.

22. See below, pp. 308 - 309,

93. Ginzberg, pp. 313-314; Ibn-Shmuel, p. 245. A R B (Aleph Resh Beth)
is treated as a verbal root from which or e v is one of the normal derivations.

94. Krauss, p. 3; see below, p. 308.

25. Baron, p. 315.

26. Starr, p. 135.

27. Ginzberg, p. 314.
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meant that the persecution was mainly one of bringing the Jews into
contempt, and did not include legal measures 2. Starr, in effect, ignored
the dif ficulty. In commenting on an extract he printed from Section D, he
mentioned, in passing, that the preceding lines said nothing about the
Jewish situation in Byzantium2?, Krauss proposed the most radical solu-
tion : the Vision was the work of a Jewish convert to Christianity. All
its historical references were to events which had nothing to do with the
Jews : Michael’s crimes, for example, were purely against Christians®.
But then, aside from the problem of fitting in the apocalyptic passages,
particularly Section K (the coming of the Messiah), the question must be
asked why the Vision was written in Hebrew at all. If the intention
was that it shonld be read by the so far unconverted, it is quite incon-
ceivable that no hint of conversionist propaganda should appear in it.
Finally, Baron, the only one to concern himself with the general Byzantine
background to this difficulty, suggested that the author of the Vi-
sion was influenced by certain Christian apocalyptic literature with
hostile passages on Michael III and his reign®. It is, indeed, very proba-
ble that the gratuitous addition of a persecution of the Jews to Michael’s
other traditional infamies was a reflection in a Jewish context of the re-
putation Michael had acquired in a number of sources. This is part of
the answer, and we shall return to it after -we have considered the sec-
tions on the other emperors32.

The second difficulty in this section is presented by the «mock
priestss, It is hard to understand this other than asa reference to the
parade of nobles dressed up as priests, including a mock patriarch, which,
according to the Vita Basilii, Michael personally arranged as a
climax to his disgraceful behaviour3. Why should our writer have been
worried by an offence against the dignity of the Christian hierarchy ?
Once again, Krauss has the perfect answer, if it be admitted that the
Vizion is the work of a Christian convert. And, once again, asan
alternative to that unconvincing hypothesis, an outside, non-Jewish
influence may be suggested on someone who was himself certainly Jewish.

Further evidence can be found in support of this suggestion from
the references to Basil I (Section D). First, there is an unambiguous refe-
rence to the forced baptisms decreed by him about which, despite Baron’s

28. Ibn-Shmuel, p. 245.

29, Starr, p. 135.

30. Krauss, p. 3. .

31. Baron, p. 179.

32. See below, p. 314 (note 70), p. 313, 315.

33. Vita Basilii (Theophanes continuatus, liber V), Corpus Scriptorum
Historiae Byzantinae, ed. B. G. Niebuhr, Bonn (1838), pp. 244-245.
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reservations, there can be no possible doubt. In 873 or 874, apparently
after some attempt to persuade by argument or by bribery, the authorities
embarked on sterner measures which probably succeeded in forcing some
Jews to an outward show of Christian belief 3¢ Our source adds one odd
detail : the subsequent selling into slavery. It is probably best to under-
stand this symbolically, perhaps in the sense suggested by Ibn-Shmuel:
the term «sell» means that Basill gave up the Jews to slavery — that
is, to Christianity 35, The text does not in any way imply that slavery was
the penalty for resisting conversion (Baron’s interpretation following
Ginzberg) %, or the penalty for apostasy subsequently (Krauss’ interpre-
tation) . Therefore, the fact that the Byzantine legal codes did not
provide for either penalty need not cast any doubt, in the way that Baron
would suggest,3 on the historical value of our source.

However, in the same section, we are given other, far more puz-
zling information: Previous to embarking on his anti-Jewish measures,
Basil will set right the wrong done by Michael and «begin to build the
synagbgue». Krauss, faithful to his theory that the Vision is mainly
concerned with events which have nothing to do with the Jews, translated
the word used here for «synagogue», miqhal, as «dynasty». It was his
dynasty, previously scorned, that Basil began to build. To this, aside from
the general difficulty of the theory, there are two objections. Firstly, it
would seem to be an unnecessary repetition of the idea already expressed
in the sentence, <And this tribe will be exalted from its former states.
Secondly, and more seriously, «dynasty» cannot possibly translate miq -
h a 1%. Ginzberg gave two different explanations: In his introduction he
thought the phrase meant exactly what it said — the re — building of the

34. Baron, pp. 179-180 can hardly claim that the Visio n is the main source
for this event: for the invitations to debate and offers of government posts, see
Theophanes continuatus, p. 341 and compare with 4hima ‘az of Orta,
Sefer Yuhasin, ed. 4. Neubauer, Medieval Jewish Chronicles, Semitic Series II,
Oxford (1895), pp. 115-116 (reprinted by Ibn-Shmuel, pp. 238-239): ed. & trans.
M. Salzman, The Chronicle of Ahimaaz, New York (1924), pp. 69-70 (The English
is unsatisfactory). Baron (p. 180)m ay choose to call Ahima “az «a long - winded
tale», but there seems no reason to doubt the authenticity of jts basic informa-
tion. For the final decree see the references in F. Dslger, Regesten der Kai-
serurkunden des ostromischen Reiches, Munich - Berlin (1924), no. 478 and cf.
Starr’s many other references, p. 127, 131, 135-136.

35. Ibn-Shmuel, p. 250; cf. p. 237 (note 34).

36. Baron, p. 179, Ginzberg, p. 315.

37. Krauss, p. 8.

38. Baron, ibid. On the penalty for apostasy, see below p. 311 (note 50).

39. This word is an unusual form from the ordinary root-form qahal
(= congregation, community, in modern Hebrew often «audience»); and cf.
Ibn ~ Shmuel, p. 245.
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synagogues destroyed by Michael 4. In his footnote to the text, he suggested
that miqh al might mean a church or churches, but did not discuss the
implication of such a suggestion — why should our writer have been inter-
ested in church building?4. Ibn- Shmuel, in effect, followed Ginzberg.
In one place he suggested that this was no more than a reference to Ba-
sil’s general building activities, in another, that the meaning «apparently»
was «to re-build the synagogue which the last king of the previous dy-
nasty had despised and destroyed» 2. Baron did not deal with this point.
Starr translated miqhal by «community», believed that «the context
opposes any reference to the Jews», but thought Krauss’ explanation «rather
imaginatives . And yet, unless some very radical interpretation is accep-
ted, the plain sense of the phrase must be that Basil, before turning to

his campaign of conversions, rebuilt the synagogue — either literally or
~ metaphorically. Now, this assertion is as uncorroborated as that accusing
Michael of persecuting the Jews. And it can be similarly explained: The
- writer was under some influence concerned with praising the Macedonian
dynasty at the expense of the Amorian .

This influence remains an important factor when considering section
E — the Jews under Leo VI. We know that many of the forced converts
from the previous reign returned to their ancestral faith%®, and there are
no passages in Jewish or non-Jewish sources stating that in fact the per-
secutions were continued — or resumed. It may be that this section provi-
des no more than a confirmation. It may, however, have greater interest.
One Jewish source asserts that Leo explicitly annulled his father’s decree 6.
According to Ibn-Shmuel, the Vision supports this: Leo released
the Jews from the evil decree and granted them the f re e d o m to return
to Judaism, that is, the missionary campaign was officially halted and per-
mission was given to abandon Christian forms to those who had succum-
bed #°. But it is very hard to believe in an official permission to aposta-
sise. Krauss thought the second word meant a release from taxes, on a
perfectly reasonable analogy from Esther, II.184. If this be accepted,
it would certainly give our source added value by providing a hitherto

40. Ginzberg, p. 314.

41. Ginzberg, p. 319.

42. Ibn-Shmuel, p. 237 and p. 250.

43. Starr, pp. 134-135.

44. See below, p. 314,

45, Theophanes continuatus, p. 342.

46. Ahima ‘az, p. 117 (ed. Neubauer); reprinted by Ibn- Shmuel, p. 241.
47. Ibn-Shmuel, p. 250.

48. «And he (King Ahasuerus) made a release to the provincess; cf. Krauss,
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unconsidered piece of evidence in the long controversy on whether Jews
in the Byzantine Empire paid a special tax %.

But there is another difficulty, apart from whether the Hebrew
can bear any of these meanings. A novel of Leo’s exists which seems to
contradict all that has just been said. It commands the Jews of the Em-
pire to live according to the principles and practice of Christianity on
pain of the penalties reserved for apostates 5. The reason why this novel,
whose actual authenticity has never been questioned, has always been
treated with great reserve is that it also abrogates the basis of all Byzan-
tine legislation on the Jews. From the time of Justinian, their communal
and religious status had been recognised and protected, however many civil
disabilities that recognition had included, and however meaningless that
protection had sometimes turned out to be. Even under Basil essentially
the same provisions appear in the Codes, and the legal status of those
who managed to resist his missionary endeavours remained unchanged 5.
The contradiction of the novel in this respect, and in respect of the
absence of any reference to persecutions under Leo, has never been satis-
factorily resolved 52. There is no evidence for accepting Ibn-Shmuel’s con-
jecture that all those who did not take advantage of the «release» by a
certain date .had then to remain in their new faith in terms of the novel %,
An opposite sequence of events might be nearer the truth: at first the
old policy was continued, perhaps with attempts at greater severity in
execution. But the new emperor, wiser than his father, quickly abandoned
it when he came to realise its fundamental ineffectiveness 3. It is not sur-
prising that his decision was gratefully remembered by the Jews. The exi-
stence of this novel, however, even though its provisions were never applied,
makes it hard to believe that Leo actually went out of his way to show

49. The basic discussion is still in Délger, «Die Frage der Judensteuer
in Byzanz, Vierteljahrschrift fiir Soz.— u. Wirtschaftsgeschichte, 26 (1933), pp.
1-24 and 4. Andréadés, «Les Juifs et le Fisc dans I'empire byzantin», Mélanges
Diehl vol. 1, Paris (1930), pp. 7-29; cf. Starr, pp. 12-17. See also, 4. Sherf, «By-
zantine Jewry in the Seventh Centurys, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 48 (1955), pp.
112-115. :

50. Novella LV: J. & P. Zepos, Jus graecoromanum, Darmstadt (1962), I.
125. The penalty for apostasy was confiscation of property: cf. references to
the sources in Sterr, p. 145, 147, 148. :

'51. The relevant passages in the Basilica and their equivalents in the
Codex Iustinianus are conveniently compared by Starr, pp 144-147.

52. Cf. Starr, p. 147; Baron, p. 181, 316. The novel is unambiguous enough :
it reproaches Basil for not abrogating the old laws on the Jews and then pro-
ceeds in so many words to do so.

53. Ibn-Shmuel, p. 241 (note 50).

54. Cf. H. Monnier, Les Nouvelles de Léon le Sage (Bibliothéque du Univer-
sité du Midi, fasc. 17) Bordeaux (1923), pp. 56-58.
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benevolence to the Jews either by the remission of a tax or by the formal
annullment of  his father’s decree. The language used here has another
significance : the appearance of both the words «release» and «freedomn» is
meant to emphasise the author’s admiration for the second of the Mace-
donians, during whose reign «the low'y people (i. e. the Jews) would dwell
in tranquillity».

The first sentence of the section on Romanus (G) is the most
interesting one in the whole document. It is true that no one has been
able to make much sense of the rest of that section or of the whole
of the preceding one. Ibn-Shmuel, by virtually re-writing F and G, pro-
duced a fair correspondence to various events between the death of Leo
VI and the assumption of sole power by Constantine VII, though he did
not manage, any more than others did, to identify convincingly the «dark
man» or the eman from Arabia. %, It must be accepted that either the text
is hopelessly corrupt here, or that the writer had only a confused know-
ledge of what went on at the imperial court. However, this confusion
does not in the least detract from the historical interest of the remarks
about Romanus. There is no question about his persecution of the Jews,
though its causes and exact date are disputable 3. Our source supports
the clearest notice of it by asserting that it entailed expulsion. For this
notice tells us that one result was an emigration of Jews to the land of
the Khazars®. This corroboration is important in any study of the
Khazar problem, and it is the only one which interests Ibn-Shmuel 3.
But this is not the important aspect here.

The interest of this passage is its assertion that the persecution was
carried out «not by destruction but mercifully»®. This assertion has, not
unnaturally, puzzled the commentators, with the exception, of course, of
Krauss who believed that the intention was somehow to praise Romanus
for his dealings with the Byzantines generally 8. Starr could only make
sense of it by suggesting that previous emperors had denied the Jews the

55. On these mysterious figures, see Ginzberg, p. 316 ; Krauss, pp. 10-11;
Ibn-Shmuel, p. 241 (note 51) and his opposition to Krauss, pp. 245-246. They are
not discussed by Sterr or by Baron.

56. Cf. Dslger, Regesten, no. 624 ; Starr, p. 7 and the sources he quotes on
pp- 151-154. :

57. al-Mas ‘udi, Muruj al-Dhahab, ed. and trans. C. B. de Meynard & P. de
Courteille, Les Prairies d’ Or, Paris (1861), 1I. 8-9; cf. D. M. Dunlop, History
of the Jewish Khazars, Princeton (1954), p. 89, giving the date A. H. 332
(A.D. 943).

58. Ibn-Shmuel, pp. 242-243,

59, Ibn-Shmuel, p. 251 (line 22) would delete <but mercifully», though the
ms. is perfectly clear, obviously feeling it out of place, but without discussion.

60. Krauss, pp. 14-16.
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right of emigration — for which there is no evidence®. Baron hazarded
the guess that the writer was contrasting the methods of Romanus with
tales of physical torture he had heard about during ‘the persecutions of
Basil 62, Both explanations raise two difficulties. Firstly, if the contrast
is to be with a previous reign, the way in which the story has been told
up to this stage must make it a contrast with the immediately previous
one. Basil was contrasted with Michael and Leo with Basil. Obviously,
the remarks about Romanus cannot be so contrasted with what the Vision
has to say about Leo. Secondly, and more seriously, there is evidence in
Jewish sources that the methods used by Romanus were, in fact, destruc-
tive. An account of events in Otranto describes in detail how communal
leaders were imprisoned, murdered or committed suicide 63. A letter to
Hisdai ibn-Shaprut, minister at the Spanish court of ‘Abd ar-Rahman III,
open to dispute as its main subject-matter, the Khazars, may be, is un-
ambiguous enough about Romanus «the wicked one» and his forced conver-
sions 5.

Must we then deny any historical value to this passage ? On the
contrary, we are given here one highly important piece of information:
our writer’s concern, even at the cost of ignoring what he scarcely could
help knowing, to say something favourable about Romanus. In order to
appreciate the significance of this, we must first return to the sections on
the other emperors, Our writer’s attitude to them, as to Romanus, is con-
nected with the problem of Michael III in Byzantine historiography. Du-
ring the last thirty years, it has come to be widely accepted that Michael
was not as black as he has been painted . Although this revision, as
of ten happens, may have gone too far ®, it seems likely that the traditio-

61. Starr, p. 152.

62. Baron, p. 317 (note 12). For the tales: themselves, see Starr, p. 131.

63. J. Mann, Texts and Studies in Jewish History and Literature, Cincinnati
(1931), vol. 1, pp. 24-25; cf. pp. 13-15.

64. S. Schechter «An Unknown Khazar Documents, Jew:sh/Quarterly Review
(new series), 3 (1912-1913), p. 208 ; J. Brutzkus, The Letter of a Khazar Jew of
the 10th Century, Berlin (1924), pp. 8-9, (in Hebrew and Russian). On the corre-
spondence as such, see Dunlop, pp. 155-170.

65. This re-evaluation was mainly the work of H. Grégoire; see, among much
else, <Etudes sur le neuviéme si¢cles, Byzantion 8 (1933), pp. 515-550; cf.
G. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, 3rd. edn. trans. J. M. Hussey,
Oxford (1956), p. 198.

66. Cf. C. Diehl & G. Marcais, Le Monde Oriental de 395 a 1081, Paris
(1944), pp. 318-320. J. B. Bury’s judgement, Fastern Roman Empire, London
(1912), p. 162, may yet stand: «Little confidence can be placed in the anecdotes
related by the Emperor Constantine and his literary satellites, but there is no
‘doubt that they exhibit, in however exaggerated a shape, the character and re-
putation of Michael III..
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nal picture is the result of Macedonian propaganda aimed at justifying
the way in which Basil I had reached the imperial throne 7. Even the epi-
sode of the mock priests, Michael’s best remembered sin and, notably, the
one mentioned by our source, may have been no sin of his. It has been
remarked that the account in the Vita Basilii has a highly contrived
air, bearing a suspicious resemblance to classical models ®. The Council
of the Church held at the beginning of Basil's reign and, thus, with no
réason to spare Michael, does not make him personally responsible %. On
the other hand, certain passages in Christian apocalyptic literature, while
hinting at incorrect treatment of the priesthood, declare this to have been
of no importance in the light of Michael’s services to the Empire by de-
feating the enemies of Christendom and freeing territories conquered by the
them ., It is again a contrast both to our source and to Macedonian pro-
paganda : Basil, not Michael, «will conquer nations and bring: peoples under
his sway»; just so the Macedonians tried to gloss over Michael’s military
successes by insisting that the great period of counter-attacks against the
Muslims began with Basil *L. Finally, our source, just as the Macedonians,
justifies the murder of Michael: Basil will kill him «for the evil of his
doings» "2,

This close correspondence of our source to the official Macedonian
view of Michael argues a positively sympathetic attitude to that dynasty.
And it is only this attitude which can explain the puzzling assertion that
it was Michael who persecuted the Jews while Basil, at least at first, was
friendly to them. It can explain the somewhat exaggerated praise of Leo
VL. It can also partly explain the attempt to say a good word about Ro-

67. Cf. Ostrogorsky, p. 187: the Vita Basilii was either dictated by Constan-
tine himself or was the result of his instructions.

68. Romilly Jenkins, «Constantine VII's Portrait of Michael III», Bulletin de
la classe des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques d’ Académie Royale de
Belgique, 34 (1948), pp. T1-77. .

69. J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio, vol. 16,
cols. 1169-1170; eaiunt enim fuisse quosdam laicos sub eo qui nuper imperavit
qui....... insultabant et illudebant>. Michael is not mentioned by name. His
worst offence according to this would be in not preventing the scandal.

70. See A. 4. Vasiliev, <The Emperor Michael III in Apocryphal Literatures,
Byzantina - Metabyzantina I (1946), pp. 237-248. Baron (p:. 179), who made the
fruitful suggestion that this source ought to be consulted, oddly remarked that it

was permeated by the same spirit of emnity towards Michael as was the Vision.

71. Cf. H. Grégoire, <Etudes sur I' epopée byzantines, Revue des Etudes Grec-
ques 46 (1933), pp. 37-38; 4. 4. Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, Brussels {1935),
vol. 1, pp. 247-264.

72. Ibn - Shmuel (p. 249) — unnecessarily, the ms. is perfectly clear here —
emends the beginning of our section D to read, «And God will destroy him for
the evil of his doings:.
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manus. But it cannot wholly do so. For Romanus was a Macedonian only
by marriage. He was no favourite of theirs: for years he kept their legi-
timate representatives out of power ; Constantine detested him and perso-
nally engineered his overthrow ™. Obviously, we must look elsewhere than
to Constantine’s historiographical instructions which otherwise our writer
seems to have done his utmost to follow. The clue is in the general situation
of Byzantine Jewry at the end of the tenth and at the beginning of the ele-
venth century. The persecutions of Romanus ended with his fall and were
not renewed ™. A well-known source for that subsequent period tells us that,
«The Romans (i. e. the Byzantines) tolerate great numbers
of Jewish inhabitants, although they crucified Christ, and
protect them, allowing them to hold their religious services
openly and to build synagogues in which they mock at Christ
.. . in their country the Jew can acknowledge °I
am a Jew'. He is not called to account for it. They do not
hinder him or put any difficulties in his way 5.
We know that many Egyptian Jews, fleeing from the persecutions laun-
ched against them by the Fatimid caliph al-Hakim between 1009 and 1016,
chose Byzantium for their refuge ?. And it is worth noting that the
emperor Basil II invited a learned Jew from Cyprus to advise him in a
dispute about the liturgical calendar?". Now, it is possible to draw too
rosy a picture from this evidence. The writer of the passage just quoted

73. Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De Administrando Imperio, ed. &
trans. G. Moravseyk & R. H. Jenkins, Budapest (1949), p. 73; cf. Ostrogorsky, p. 248.

74. It is possible that Constantine was persuaded to abandon the persecutions
by his wife Helena (daughter of Romanus). The text from which this specific
inference can be drawn has been much disputed, though not the fact that the
persecutions ceased ; cf. Baron’s full bibliography, pp. 305-306 (note 40). Starr,
p. 8, p. 154, and in his «An Eastern Christian Sect: the Athinganoi», Harvard
Theological Review 29 (1936), p. 97 (note 19), suggested that Constantine was
actually complimented on his missionary successes with the Jews - but this
was admittedly at the very beginning of his independent reign. Moreover, the
reference used by Starr is to the conversion of all kinds of Christian heretics,
not only of Jews. It is part of a general anti-heretical tract by Demetrius,
Metropolitan of Cyzicus, and need not have been more than a formal dedication
to the new ruler.

75. Elisha bar Shinayd, al-Burhan ali sahih al-’ iman, trans. L. Horst, Des
Metropoliten Elias von Nisibis Buch vom Beweis der Warheit des Glaubens,Colmar
(1886), p. 42; cf. Starr, p. 190 for an incomplete English version of this passage
an_d p. 246 for the parallel Arabic original. The text cannot be exactly dated,
Elisha died in 1046 at the latest; cf. E. K. Dally, Dictionnaire de Spiritualité,
Paris (1960), vol. 4, cols 572-4.

76. On the sources see Z Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium, Jerusalem (1959),
p. 167 (note 307).

77. Dolger, Regesten, no. 798.
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was hostile to Byzantium and thus was likely to exaggerate such matters
as tolerance to the Jews. Synagogues, for example, could not be freely
built, any more than they could be in the time of Basil I. But it is difficult
not to accept that conditions had improved 78, Qur own source (section H)
says that the king following Romanus — i. e. Constantine VII — will be
worthy of divine protection. His -dynasty would be secure and «the land
would be filled with good things» (end of section I)”. The writer was
clearly impressed by these improved conditions. And so, not only was he
eager to show his loyalty to the Macedonians but also unwilling to condemn
unreservedly «the wicked one» — wicked enough, too, in Macedonian
eyes. The importance of the remarks about Romanus is that they indicate,.
even more than do the other historical sections, the degree to which the
Vision reflects a generally positive attitude towards Byzantium, thus
constituting additional contemporary evidence for the comparatively fa-
vourable situation of the Jews at that period ®. ,

This positive attitude is strikingly emphasised in the apocalyptic
sections. A and B are normal examples of this kind of writing. The river
Hebar and the «captain of the heavenly host» (B) are frequently associated
with prophecy 8, while the introductory sentences (A) often refer to a bi-
blical prophecy associated with the writing in question — in this instance,
of course, to the Book of Daniel®2. But a highly unusual element appears
in the other sections. Despite the obscurities of the language, the pro-

78. While existing synagogues were protected by law (and could be re-
paired), the building of new ones was expressly forbidden ; see Basilica [. 1,44;
1,53 . 1,47 = Basilicorum libri LX, ed. H. Scheltema & N. Van der Wal, Series
A, Vol. 1, Groningen - Gravehage (1955), pp. 7-8. Of course, this prohibiton might
not have been so strictly respected in a period of immigration, cf. Baron, p. 188;
Starr, p. 24. Elisha was writing a Nestorian polemic against the Chalcedonites and
other faiths, but he would have chosen examples reasonably near the truth to
support his points. In another place (Horst, p. 117) he also speaks of Byzantine
Jews suffering <humiliation» - probably in respect of a specific legal disability. Both
Baron (p. 184) and Anrkori (p. 164) accept Elisha on the generally good conditions
for the Jews.

79. Ibn-Shmuel, p. 251 (lines 24 -25), by transferring the end of our section
Ito H, where it probably belongs, makes the reference to Constantine more de-
finite. But even the unemended text is clear enough.

80. The Vision was probably written not long after the death of Constanti-
ne since he is the last «king> mentioned, cf. Ibn-Shmuel, pp. 243-244 ; Baron, p.
317 (note 12).

81. Ci. e.g. the rather better known Apocalypse of Zerubabel, ed. Jbn-Shmuel,
p. 71 (line 3), p. 73 (line 33) (in Hebrew); ed. & trans. I. Levi <L’ Apocalypse
de Zorobabel», Revue des Etudes Juives 68 (1914), p. 144, p. 147.

82. Daniel X. 1: «In the third year of Cyrus, King bf Persia a thing was
revealed unto Daniel».
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blematic character of some of the references and the occasionally poor
state of the manuscript, this element emerges quite unmistakably — a clear
distinction between Byzantium and Rome: Byzantium is the kingdom
which will be «exalted to the skies» (beginning of section I),«Rome>» (section
J), <Rome» — associated with «Eshpion» (section K). Rome is «Great Tyre»
(beginning of section I), <Aftalopon», <(Rome the guilty» (section J)83. And
this distinction is made in order to show the superiority of Byzantium
over Rome. The kingdom first exalted will be overcome by Great Tyre
whose triumph will only be temporary, for it will fall under the rule of
the evil one and will suffer all the horrors of divine punishment so that
men will wonder where her former glory has gone. The people of Byzan-
tium, of Thessalonica, its greatest city after Constantinople, will rejoice
- while war will rage in Aftalopon®. And then Byzantium will again be
exalted, but this time finally. For it is there that the Messianic age will
begin.

There is a curious and striking difference here from the attitude
taken by similar texts belonging to earlier Byzantine epochs. In those, no
such distinction is made. Byzantium, like Rome, is evil. It is symbolised
by Edom and its destruction is foretold with satisfaction 8. This is parti-
cularly noticeable for the second half of the seventh century which, like
the second half of the tenth, was a period of crisis in the struggle between
Byzantium and Islam. In the former period, the belief arose that that struggle
would end in mutual destruction which would usher in the Messianic age %.
There may have been engendered a nationalist Messianic movement outspo-
kenly hostile to both regimes®”. But the Vision declares that the Mes-
siah will reign in Byzantium. It says nothing of Islam, indeed it may be that
its attitude in these sections is influenced by a pride in the victories over
Islam achieved by Nicephorus Phocas and by John Tzimisces. It is thus
that the «<kingdom will be exalted to the skies». There are indications that
these victories made a big impression on certain Jewish scholars living

83. On the identification of Aftalopon and Eshpion, see notes 16 & 20, above.

84. It may be that the last five places in the series (see above, p. 306) are a
later interpolation (cf. Ibn-Shmuel, p. 246 rejecting Krauss, pp. 18-19, who thought
their appearance proved the Vision to have been written in the time of the
Fourth Crusade); Rome and Salonica, however seem to fit naturally into the text.

85. Cf. e. g. L. Marmorstein, «Les signes du Messie», Revue des Btudes Jui-
ves, 52 (1906), pp. 181-186.

86. Cf. e.g. Perek Eliyahu zakhur la-tov, Jbn-Shmuel, pp. 51-54; J. Mann,
Journal of the Palestine Oriental Society 47 (1927), p. 364, (communication to 1927
Congress).

87. See A. Sharf, «The Jews, the Montanists, and the Emperor Leo III», By-
zantinische Zeitschrift 59 (1966), p. 41; 43-44.
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under Muslim rule, inspiring in them, too, a measure of pro-Byzantine
feeling instead of the traditional hostility to both regimes %8, It may be
that these sections of the Vision are an echo of the clash between
the new Rome and the old over territories in southern Italy, typified by
the unfriendly reception given in 968 to the western emperor s ambas-
sador, Liudprand of Cremona®. But whether they can be convincingly
related to any specific historical events or no, their strong contrast to
the Jewish apocalyptic tradition in this context argues an important de-
velopment in the position of the Jews within Byzantine society. Loyalty
to the Macedonian dynasty becomes the particular expression of a general,
of a more fundamental influence : the development of patriotic feelings,
the tendency to identify with Byzantium itself. It is this development
which is the cause of the Vision’s historically unjustifiable assertions.
But it is\precisely those assertions which give it its historical interest,
since through their analysis a new light is cast on the Jews under the
early Macedonians.

88. Ankori, pp. 164-167.

89. Certainly not over Byzantium’s eastern conquests as Ibn—Shmuel, p. 244,
suggested -there was no clash of interest there. Liutprand must have annoyed the
Byzantines quite as much as they annoyed him; cf. e. g. Liutprandi legatlo, capita
iii, ix, and, especially, xlvi where he is obviously using his diplomatic status to
make contact with secret Ottonian agents.
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AN UNKNOWN MESSIAH OF 1096
AND THE EMPEROR ALEXIUS

N the precious hoard of the Cairo Genizah there exists an

intriguing document: a letter about an unknown false Messiah
which has important implications, as yet not properly explored,
regarding certain Jewish communities in the Byzantine Empire
at the commencement of the First Crusade. This letter was first
transcribed and printed, together with a short comment, by
Neubauer in 1897.2 The following year, it was discussed at
some length by Kaufmann who did not, however, adequately
relate it to a general historical background,? while the great
pioneer of Byzantine Jewish studies, Samuel Krauss, was here
unfortunately content to follow Kaufmann. 4 In 1925, Jacob Mann
produced a new and more accurate transcription, but his main
concern was to use it for his survey of Messianic movements
during the crusading period rather than for any additional light
it might throw on the normal life of the communities. 5 In 1939,
Joshua Starr, whose untimely death was a severe blow both to
Byzantine and to Jewish scholarship, published a translation of
Mann’s text among his invaluable collection of Byzantine Jewish
sources.® This work, intended originally as part of a German
sponsored series, eventually appeared at Athens and copies to-day
are very scarce. To illustrate, therefore, the discussion which
follows, here is Starr’s version of the story of this unknown
Messiah7:— :

L ..... Now, although the threshing floor is not yet filled,
know you, our brethren, blessed of the Lord, that in this year the
promise of our God has been fulfilled: an innumerable multitude

11 am greatly indebted to Mr. ArvEx RUBINSTEIN for his assistance in this essay.

2 JQR IX (1897), pp- 27-29- o .

3. Kausmany, * A Hitherto Unknown Messianic Movement among the Jews,”
JQR X (1898), pp. 139-151, and in Jahrbuch fiir jiidische Geschichte und Literatur, Berlin,
(x898). )

4 S. Knauss, Studien zur byzantinischjiidischen Geschichte, Leipzig (1914), pp. 47-62.

§ J. Mann, * Ha-tenuoth ha-meshihiyoth bi-yemey masa‘ey ha-gelav ha-rishonim,”
Ha-Tequfah XXIII (1925), pp. 243-261. The letter is transcribed on pp. 253-259.

¢ J,"STARR, The Jews in the Byzantine Empire (641-1204, Texte und Forschungen
zur byzantinisch-neugriechischen Philologie, Bd. 30, Athens (1939).

7 STARR, 0p. ¢it., pp. 203-206. The letter has been divided into numbered paragraphs
for convenient reference, and biblical quotations at the beginning of (I), at the end of (I1)
and following ** the words of Daniel *” in ([V) have been omitted.
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of Franks has come, with their wives and all their money, and
the Lord has gathered them into the threshing floor. When the
Gentiles and the Jews asked of them, “ Why have you abandoned
your homes and your land»” their leaders reply, “ The mountains
of darkness have drawn near to us and now they are revealed to
us in a great light.” We saw a nation with innumerable tents
and we did not recognise their language. One man stepped
forth from their midst and said to us, * Go on your way.” Thus
we have come to you. Thus we have been pursued and have
arrived.? -

I. We said, “ Surely God has fulfilled His promise: * To them
that are in darkness, show yourselves.” ” These are the other . . .2
... tribes. And when all the Franks shall have gone to Palestine
and the threshing floor shall have been filled, then will God say,
“ Arise and thresh, o daughter of Zion . ... .... ....”

MI. All the congregations have been stirred and have repented
before God with fasting and almsgiving...2... those from
Khazaria, as they said, seventeen communities, went out to the
wilderness of the Gentiles, but we do not know whether they met
with the tribesor not . . .2. . . from theland of France whence they
had despatched 2 messenger bearing [letters to Constantinople.?
But we do not know as yet exactly what they contained, hence,
Wwe cannot communicate it to you.

IV. Now at Constantinople, . . . 2. .. at Abydos near Con-
stantinople, some small congregations have arisen in accordance
with the words of Daniel . ... .... .... They said, “ Elijah

has revealed himself unto us.” But, instead of receiving them,
both we and the community of Constantinople, utterly ex-
communicated them. : :

V. Permit us to relate what transpired in Saloniki, in the holy
community. There came foreigners, Jewish and Christian, and

officials who reported that Elijah ... *.. . had revealed himself

openly and not in a dream to certain men of standing. They

1% The jnnumerable multitude * is called ashkenazim, almost certainly Germans,
i.e. Crusaders (hence STARR calls them * Franks ” as they were known in the East) and not
German Jews, cf. MANN, Ha-tequfalt XXI1I1, p. 260; S. POZNANSKT, Zeitschrift fiir hebréische
Bibliographie XV (1911), p. 76. If they were Jews, as KAUFMANN, op. cit., 142-143, believed,
why should the writer of the letter not have recognised their language ?

2 Lacaunae in the Ms. '

3In this paragraph, “the land of France” (wnig) and Constantinople ™
(o) are 1n an Arabic form, which may have some relevance to the provenance
of the letter; cf. ManN, Ha-Tequfah XX, p. 255, n. 7 & 8.

¢ Lacuna in the Ms.
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witnessed many signs and miracles there which the Jews and
Christians relate. He revealed himself to R. Eliezer b. R. Judah b.
R. Eliezer the Great, and, as the foreigners say, he gave him a
staff. It was the Christians, however, who, in good faith, gave
the clearest version of the miracles which took place in Saloniki.
The Jews are idly neglecting their work. R. Tobiah also sent a
scholar with an open letter to Constantinople to appraise them
of the good news. A Jewish fellow-townsman of ours was there,
who is somewhat learned. He saw the letter sent by R. Tobiah
and it said, “ Signs and miracles have taken place amongst us.”
Moreover, thus tesified the Jew, Michael the German: He saw in
R. Tobiah’s letter that a totally blind man, Michael b. R. Aaron
““ the Chaver ”,* who is in Saloniki, has regained his eyesight.
R. Nissim also knows that man. By an oversight, this Michael
neglected to make a copy of this letter. Had he brought us
one, we would have forwarded it to you to convince you.

VI. Moreover, we have definite information that R. Ebyatar
ha-Cohen, the head of the academy, sent a letter from Tripolis to
the community in Constantinople. Four men were there who
saw the letter in the care of Lugiz the Christian. But they likewise
did not take the trouble to bring us a copy, being ignoramuses.

VIL At the present time, we are looking forward to receiving
letters from R. Tobiah and from the holy congregations. For
we are amazed at the great miracle that has occured in Saloniki,
where the Christians have always hated the Jews most intensely,
as R. Nissim knows. For had the signs and great miracles not
taken place, and had the king not heard of it, not one of the Jews
would have escaped. At the present dme, they dwell in great
security, free of the poll-tax and other? levies, they sit garbed
in prayer-shawls and do no work. We do not know what they
are expecting and we are in constant dread lest it become known
to the Gentiles and they kill us. But, at the present time, the
governor himself and the archbishop?® say, “ Oh Jews, why
remain in Saloniki ¢ Sell your homes and property—the Em-
peror protects them and no man may harm them. You have not

1 For the significance of this title, cf. J. MANN, The Jews in Egypt under the Fatimid
Caliphs, 2 vols., Oxford (1920) 1, pp. 272-277. '

2 “ other " is not in the text.

% This is certainly the meaning of pz=avwn; of. ManN, Ha-Tequfah XXIM, p. 257,
n. 4 and not ** Patriarch ”’ as in KAUFMANN.
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yet set out, despite the fact that we have definitely learned that
your Messiah has appeared.”

VIII. Praise be to God that we have no fear, and that we too
have repented with fasting and almsgiving. Many fast daily
and others on Monday and Thursday. They receive stripes and
confess their sins. Before we got this report that in Saloniki both
Jews and Christians were seeing visions, we knew nothing of
the events in Saloniki. We refused to believe their words and
used to rebuke them until a Jewish Cohen saw in a dream,
before the matter was announced, that all Byzantine congre-
gations were to gather in Saloniki and would leave from there.
We rebuked them and said that they were the enemies of Israel
until Tobiah came from Thebes, bringing a letter saying that
signs and miracles had transpired in Saloniki, and that other
congregations were gathering there. Soon Tobiah will come
hither and will relate to you what he has heard and seen: thus
the dream which the Jewish Cohen saw will come true.

IX. Now, our brethren, if God has vouchsafed you some
happy report or good news—for we are aware of the things
which our master, the head of the academy, has heard and knows
—then do us the kindness of writing to us what you know and
have heard. Have no fear, for even the king has heard of it, and
we are not afraid. And if a letter should come from you, our
entire community would be encouraged in their repentance.
May God reward you well; may you be deemed worthy of
experiencing His graciousness and of visiting His temple. I,
Menahem, should like to go to Palestine! to see the Frankish
soldiers passing in great number—I know not whither they will -
spread. May God defend you and us, Amen !

This is copied from the original in the possession of the
illustrious R. Nissim . . . 2 .. .This is the letter which R.
Menahem b. R. Elijah sent.

The main interest of this letter is obviously the additional
information it gives about the Messianic excitement which the
movement of vast numbers on the road to Jerusalem had aroused

in the Jews. As such it is, perhaps, unusually detailed but by no

1 pyw=Palestine or Syria, cf. J. MANN, Texts and Studies in Jewish History and
Literature, Cincinnati (1931) 1, p. 264 n.1. It cannot be Cairo asin KAUFMANN, op. cit., p. 149.
2 Lacuna in Ms.
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means unique:?! its most valuable characteristic is its numerous
references to individuals, most of them fairly satisfactorily
identifiable, which help to establish both its date and its authen~
ticity. Thus Rabbi Tobiah (paragraph V) is probably R. Tobiah
ben Eliezer of Castoria (Western Macedonia) the author of a
famous commentary on the Torah (written in 1097 C.E),2
R. Nissim (paragraph V) was appointed daypan of the Baby-
lonian community in Egypt in 1098 c.z.,3 while R. Ebyatar ha-
Cohen (paragraph VI) was the gaon of the Palestinian Academy at
Jerusalem (1083<c.1105 c.E).* It should be mentioned in
passing that of the writer, Menahem b. Elijah himself, nothing
is known,® while any conjecture on the provenance or destin-
ation of the letter from the material at present available is, almost
certainly, entirely valueless. 8

If the authenticity of this letter, despite the obscurities of its
origin, be accepted (and it has never been denied), a number of
important questions arise aside from its Messianic aspect which
will not be treated in the present discussion. The assertion in
paragraph VII that the community in Salonica was excused
cerfain taxes has for long formed part of the material in the
controversy on whether Jews in the Eastern Empire after the
time of Justinian, that is, as distinct from Roman Jewry, were
subject to a special tax.” Two terms are here used: nbuabna

! A letter exists with somewhat similar phraseology describing Messianic movements,
perhaps at a slightly later period, in the Morea and in Spain; cf. MANN, Texts and Studies I,
PP- 34-44 and the controversy between MANN and Krauss in the Hebrew Union College
Annual X, pp. 275-296 and 302~30s.

# STARR, 0p. cit., p. 216; MANN, Ha-Tequfah XXIII, p. 256 n. 6; cf. Jewish Encyclo-
paedia XII, pp. 169-171. KAUFMANN, op. cit., p. 141, has no reason for suggesting that
Tobiah * was the Chief Rabbi.” '

3 MaNN, Jews in Egypt I, p. 206; II, p. 101. » :

“ Ibid., pp. 182-192. He was not, as KAUEMANN says, op. cit., PP- I40-1, the nagid of
Egypt (2 mistake copied by the Jewish Encyclopaedia I, p. 56) who was Meborak b. Saadya
(c. 1079-1110 C.B.).

% He should not be confused with the better-known Menahem of Castoria, the
fiftcenth-century liturgist; cf. L. Zunz, Literaturgeschichte der synagogalen Poesie, Berlin
(1889), p. 386. :

& BI/DL\NN makes no attempt at such conjecture (Ha-Tequfak XXM, p. 253 and p. 259);
KAUPMANN, op. cit., 139 and NEUBAUER, op. cit., 26 are both rather misleading: It need
hardly be pointed out that references to enquiries, etc. from various countries and towns
ipso facto exclude them as possible places of origin.

7 The two main contributions are by F. DéLcEr, “ Die Frage der Judensteuer in
Byzanz,” Vierteljahrschrift fir Sozial und Wirtschafisgeschichte XXVI (1933), pp. I-24
supporting the existence of this tax and by A. A. ANDREADES, * Les Juifs et le fisc dans
'empire byzantine,” Mélanges Diehl, Paris (1930) 1, pp. 7-29 disputing it. In my article,
** Byzantine Jewry in the Seventh Century,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift XLVII (1955),
pp. 112-114, I have tried to summarise the other material bearing on this problem.
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and ow3y. The first is certainly equivalent to the poll-tax
(kepdhiov) payable by all citizens.? Kaufmann, reading
oy from Neubauer's edition, took the second term to be
in its dual form and simply translated it *“ double tax.” 2 which
would be weighty evidence of fiscal discrimination. But, apart
from the grammatical difficulty which would then arise,?
Mann has shown this reading to be incorrect. His photographic
reproduction of this passage convinces that the word is in its
simple plural form.4 On the other hand Starr, to judge by his
insertion of the word “ other ” into his translation,® apparently
believed that 2wy was a vague reference to the numerous
occasional taxes applicable to the whole population. This
interpretation is also not entirely satisfactory. The use of two
distinct terms, the second of which does inevitably suggest some
of its original meaning of punishment, must imply something
more.® This passage is evidence therefore, though certainly not
conclusive, of the existence of a separate tax on Byzantine Jewry
and is thus a part of the letter which future research on this
problem will always have to take into account.

While some attention has been paid to the fiscal problem,
another aspect of this passage seems to have attracted not the
slightest comment. No one has remarked how generally sur-
prising is the state of affairs which is described as existing in
Salonica. Exact knowledge of the early medieval Jewish com-
munity there is, with the exception of the present passage, almost
entirely confined to the information given by Benjamin of
Tudela who says that it numbered five hundred, was oppressed,
and lived by silk weaving,? although it is possible that the term
used—wan Naxbn—means the manufacture of silk garments
rather than that of the cloth itself.®8 In either case, an

1 Cf, DiLGER, op. cit., p- 14, 1. 3.

2 KAUFMANN, op. cit., p. 146, 1. 2.

3 With NeuBAuER’s pointing the word would be in its dual pausal form, inap-
propriate to its position in the text. The context form would require a patah in place of
the qamesy.

4 MANN, Ha-Tequfah XXII, p. 255.

§ STARR, 0p. dt., p. 205.

o In the German version of his article (Jahrbuch fiir jiidische Geschichte und Literatur, 1,
Berlin, 1898), KAURMANN called it ** harter sensus™ which is not supported by the text
itself but may well suggest its meaning; in Byzantinische Zeitschrift VII (1908) he has
“ other taxes " which is followed by KRauss, op. dit., p. ST and by STARR.

7 Sefer Masa‘ot, ed. and trans. M. N. ADLE, “ The Itinerary of Benjamin of Tudela,”
JQR XVI (1904), text p. 718, trans. p. 727

& AnLER, ibid., prefess the former, STARR, op. cit., p. 29, the latter alternative,
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important point emerges. The silk industry of the Byzantine
Empire, from the time of its establishment under Justinian
(527-565 C.E.), was a government monopoly, and, by the tenth
century, its workers had been rigidly organised into guilds.
There were three “imperial ” guilds (nudoic) at Constanti-
nople responsible for supplying the requirements of the Emperor
and of his'immediate entourage under the direct supervision of
imperial officials, and five “private” guilds (oduara),
with provincial as well as metropolitan membership, consisting
of (i) merchants (it) importers (iii) clothiers and dyers (iv) spinners
(v) makers of garments.! Into these five guilds entry was
theoretically open to anyone—even to slaves—and it has been
noted that the Comneni, the dynasty which began to reign in
1081, showed exceptional liberality in this respect to the Jews,?
while it should always be borne in mind that the typical medieval
restrictions on Jewish occupations were, broadly speaking, not
applicable in the Byzantine Empire, at least before it fell under
Western domination in 1204. There exists, therefore, the ve
strong probability that the majority of the Jews who on that day
in the year 1096 C.E. in Salonica were sitting garbed in their
prayer shawls and doing no work were members of the fourth or
fifth Swpora, Now it is known, that these five SeopaTa,
despite the liberality of entry and despite the fact that, unlike the
three imperial guilds of the capital, they were not under direct
imperial supervision but were supposedly private associations of
free individuals, were, nevertheless very strictly controlled.
Byzantium held the world monopoly of silk. It was thus at once
its most valuable export and one which, for reasons of prestige,
foreigners could only be allowed to acquire in certain inferior
qualities and in jealously guarded quantities.® An important
section of the famous Book of the Prefect—imperial regulations
for trade and employment—dealt with the whole matter.?
What, then, is the significance of the statement that workers in
such an important industry, and those of an unloved, if not
continually persecuted, minority, were suddenly granted a
holiday from their labours 2

1 R. 8. Loeez, “ The Silk Industry in the Byzantine Empire,” Speculum XX (1945),
pp- 19

2 Ibid., pp. 23-24.

3 LoeBz, op. dt., p. 22, 1. 4.

4 ed. E. FresHFIELD, Cambridge (1938).
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This question raises the whole problem of the Jewish com-
munities in the Empire at the beginning of the Crusades, as
distinct from those in the West, where there is no dearth of
melancholy information. There is little doubt that, after the
decay of the Roman world, the Jews were able to achieve a
greater degree of integration and social security in the Byzantine
Empire than in the new kingdoms of the West. The persistance
of an urban civilisation ensured that the Jew was less of an outcast
than he inevitably became in relation to a closed feudal society.
The Jew was able to enter a variety of occupations side by side
with the other different races of the empire. He became scarcely
ever a moneylender: the taking of interest, although restricted,
was not prohibited—the Church itself engaged in banking
operations. It would, of course, be absurd to suggest that the
traditional discriminations had been abandoned or to deny that,
under certain of the emperors, cruel persecutions and attempts at
forced baptisms were launched. But these were exceptional
storms in periods of comparative calm. From the death of
Justinian to the sack of Constantinople by the Crusaders in 1204
there were certainly not more than five occasions, each lasting
scarcely more than a year, when the government pursued a
violent antisemitic policy.! In between these outbreaks of
persecution, there is sometimes interesting evidence to show how
quickly the communities would revive and how, at least in the
greater cities, Jew and Christian would act side by side in the
leadership of popular movements. Thus, shortly after the per-
secutions of the Emperor Heraclius in 632, Jews apparently played
a prominent part at Constantinople in a riot against an imperial
pretender, 2 while there are numerous indications of the active
part played by the Jews in the factions of the hippodrome both
at Constantinople and at Antioch,® organisations which most
scholars now accept as having had primarily a political function.*
It is against such a background that the probable situation of

Byzantine Jewry at the end of the eleventh century ought to be
considered.

1 StaRR, op. eit., Introduction; A. ANDREADES, ** The Jews in the Byzantine Empire,”
Economic History III (1934), pp. 1-23.

% Nicephorus, ‘loTopla oUvTouos’ ed. C. pe Boowr, Nicephori Opuscula
Historica, Leipzig (1880), pp. 30-31; cf. STARR, op. cif., pp. 84-5.

3 SHARF, op. cif., 106-108.

¢ The fullest monograph, though much has been written since, is still by G. MaNoJ-
1oviIC, “ Le Peuple de Constantinople,” Byzantion XI (1936), pp. 617-716.
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Very little is known about the attitude of the Emperor Alexius
(1081-1118) to his Jewish subjects. There are only five references
to Jews in the Alexiad—the principal primary source for his
reign. One is to biblical times, one is a vague comment on the
presence of Jews in Jerusalem, three are to individuals of possibly
Jewish origin.® Yet it is well known that Alexius was an ardent
defender of Christian orthodoxy and of the theocratic element in
a Byzantine Emperor’s rule.? More heresies were denounced in
his reign than in any other of comparable length.3 He fought
a relentless struggle against the two major dissident sects of his
day, the Paulicians and the Bogomils, fmally causing the leader
of the latter to be burned alive—an extremely rare event in
Eastern, as distinct from Western, ecclesiastical history.4 He
frowned upon the efflorescence of secular learning which had
taken place during the previous forty years and transformed the
newly re-opened University into a church school under the
control of the patriarch. By his special instructions, a vast
compendium of possible and impossible deviations from the true
faith was assembled and published for the guidance of his sub-
jects,® and he became known, at least to his contemporaries, as
“the thirteenth apostle.”® The omission of the Jewish
community from his attentions, therefore, has to be remarked
upon, and, although argumenta a silentio are notoriously dangerous,
it is reasonable to draw the conclusion that, during the reign of
Alexius, the Jews were passing through a period of comparative
peace. It is possible, indeed, that he needed their commercial
experience, though not, as a Western ruler might have done,
their financial assistance, to help him in his enormous task of
restoring the Empire after a protracted series of internal and
external disasters.

In this context, the letter of Menahem becomes a valuable
source. It pictures a number of communities living an un-
molested life with freedom of movement for their members and
freedom of communication not only with each other but with

1 G. BUckLER, Anna Comnena, Oxford (1929), p. 306, n. 1.

! Cf. F. CHALANDON, Essai sur le régne d’Alexis I-er Comnane, Paris (1900), pp. 310
320.

% Cf. the curious list in the “ Synodikon for the first Sunday in Lent * ibid., p- 3IL.

¢ For a description, cf. Alexiad, XV, 10.

5 MiGNg, Patrologia Graeca, vol. CXXX.

8 Alexiad, XIV, 8.
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communities beyond the imperial frontier—with the Khazars—
now under the domination of Kievan Russia,! with France, and
with Tripolis which, was, of course, under Muslim rule. There
are a number of interesting indications of close contact with the
Christian population. R. Ebyatar’s letter reached a Christian
who showed it to interested Jews, and, even allowing for exag-
geration and inaccuracy, it seems that the excitement in Salonica
was shared equally by Christian and Jew.? The strange refer-
ence to scourgings and confessions should also be noted. These
were scarcely Jewish customs and their existence must imply
- some degree of Christian influence.

Two reasons may be suggested for the circumstance that it
was Salonica where the most noteworthy of the events described
by Menahem occurred. First, it was perhaps there, ‘'more than
anywhere else in the Empire, where a continuous tradition of
miracles flourished, and miracles of a particular kind. For the
past five centuries the people had firmly believed that the
intervention of their patron saint, Demetrius, had saved their
city on numerous occasions from the attack of barbarian hordes.4
Previously these had been pagan Avars, Slavs and Bulgars but it
is important to understand that, so far as the imperial population
was concernied, the Crusaders were no better.3 It is not un-
likely, therefore, that, when news of the approach of multitudes
from the West reached the city, the people once again looked for
miraculous aid and that the excitement of the Jews communicated
itself to them. Secondly, at Salonica, as distinct from Con-
stantinople, the Jews did not live in a separate quarter of the city
but mingled freely with the other communities,® so much so
that the archbishop Eustathius, writing rather later than our
period, complains to the patriarch of the freedom which has for
long been granted to the Jews.” Salonica was, moreover, a
~ great commercial centre with an old established port capable of

1 The independant kingdom of the Khazar Jews had certainly come to an end by
1016, cf. D. M. Dunvoe, The History of the Jewish Khazars, Princeton (1954), pp. 251-252.

2 Paragraphs V-VIIL ,

3 Paragraph VIIL

4 Accounts are to be found in MicNE, Patrologia Graeca, vol. CXXXVI; cf
J. Parcorre, L'Eglise byzantine, Paris (1923), p. 141.

5 Cf. above all the comments in the Alexiad, X, §-7. :

8 Cf. O. TarraLl, Topographie de Théssalonique, Paris (1913), pp. 37-40, p- 145-

7 Epistola XXXII (MicNE, Patrologia Graeca CXXXVI, col. 1299).
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handling three hundred vessels simultaneously.! It stood at the
junction of the Via Egnatia, the main road from Constantinople
to Durazzo, the port for Italy, and of the road from Constanti-
nople to Begrade by which goods travelled between places as far
apart as Alexandria and Novgorod.? This trade had attracted
a large mixed population, where the Jews were only one of a
number of racial and religious minorities, and where official
dislike was, on the whole, more strongly directed against the
Armenians and the followers of the Latin rite. In fact, special
regulations dating from this period or slightly later, some ap-
plicable to the Empire as a whole and some to Salonica in par-
ticular, are known to exist in favour of the Jews.® It was there,
then, that the rumours about the Crusade produced a wave of
excitement which equally affected both Jew and Christian, and
it was this circumstance which must have caused Alexius, with
his apparent lack of special hostility towards the Jews, to order the
local authorities to deal tactfully with the situation. It is true that
no edict of this kind is, in fact, extant, but it is inconceivable that
the governor and the archbishop would have dared to act with-
out one and to have disorganised without permission, even for a
short time, the local silk industry.
" The events described by Menahem, however, are not only
evidence of the close relations which existed, particularly in
Salonica, between Jew and Christian. They also illustrate that
these relations were not very solidly founded and that, despite
its great difference from life in the West, the life of a Jew in the
Eastern Empire could not escape the fundamental dangers which
threatened the Jew everywhere in Christian society. It is in this
light that the apparent contradictions between the assertion that
“ the Christians . . . . gave the clearest version of the miracles
which took place in Saloniki 74 and the fear that “it become
known to the Gentiles and they kill us % be regarded. The
Christian attitude, whether official or unofficial, could change
overnight, particularly during periods of religious excitement,
and however favourable conditions appeared to be, the Jew could

1 TAFRALL 0p. cit., 16~20.

2 Ibid., 20-21.

¥ MIRLOSICH & MULLER, Acta et diplomata graeca, Vienna (1860), I, p. 175; ZACHARIAB
VON LINGENTHAL, Jus Graeco-Romanum, Leipzig (1856-1884), I, p. 112, III, p. so4.

4 Paragraph V.,

8 Paragraph VII.
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not hope to feel entirely secure.! A hint of such a change is
implied in the strange plea addressed to the Salonica communi
by the governor and the archbishop, who could scarcely have
been interested in a Jewish Messiah.2 Their exhortation to the
Jews to sell their property and depart may, indeed, have been
prompted by the knowledge that tile temper of the people was
about to change and by the desire to prevent a massacre. It is
far more likely, however, that here too they were followin
instructions from a higher authority without which they could
scarcely have suggested the exodus of large numbers of workers
from the silk industry. Alexius may well have felt that, after a
certain point, the religious turmoil had lasted long enough and
that those chiefly' concerned in it, could, with advantage, be
removed. The scarcity of information about Byzantine Jewry in
general and the eleventh century in particular, makes it im-
possible to conjecture what the final effect of all these extra-
ordinary events was on the community in Salonica, but it is not
likely to have been good . . Sixty years or so later, Benjamin of
Tudela speaks of it as oppressed, and it certainly seems to enter
on a period of decline.?

The letter of Menahem thus reveals a glimpse of an interesting
episode in the life of an important community. It is only a
glimpse, and the inferences from it can be no more than tentative.
Nevertheless, with all the difficulties it raises, it remains a valuable
piece of source material in the history of Byzantine Jews.

! On the other hand, it is very unlikely that news of the fate of their brethren in
Germany at the hands of the Crusaders would have yet reached Salonica; cf. MANN,
Ha-Tegufak, XXIII, p. 259.

3 Paragraph VII

# Cf. L. S. EMMANUEL, Histoire des Israelites de Salonique, Thonon (1936), I, pp. 33-34-
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Among the sources available for the study of Byzantine Jewry one of
the most useful belongs to the late twelfth century — the well known
descriptions by the Jewish traveller Benjamin of Tudela of the com-
munities he visited, including the largest of them at Constantinople,
at Thessalonica and at Thebes®. In contrast, the thirteenth century
presents something of a blank. After Flemish troops had destroyed
the Jewish quarter in Pera, across the Golden Horn, on July 5th, 1203,
during the capture of Constantinople by the crusaders, nothing more
is known of Jews there until the re-establishment of the community
within the city itself probably between 1267 and 1293 2. Nor are there
specific references to other communities during the thirteenth century
with the exception of Thebes (also lost to the Byzantines), where al-
Harizi noted the presence of both poets and scholars worthy of his
commendation when he visited it in 1218 . However, there is another
thirteenth century source which, while it mentions no specific commu-

* Revised and expanded version of a communication read at the XVth Inter-
national Congress of Byzantine Studies, Athens (1976), under the title,
“Jews under the Lascarids and in Epirus, 1225-1258".

1 ‘Benjamin of Tudela, Sefer Masa‘ot, ed. & trans. M. Adler, The Itinirary
of Benjamin of Tudela, London (1907), text, pp. 11-17; trans. pp. 10-14.

2 See D. Jacoby, “Les quartiers juifs de Constantinople X I'époque byzan-
tine”, Byzantion 37 (1967), pp. 189-194; for references to the burning of
Pera, see ibid., p. 188.

3 Yehudah ben Shlomo al-Harizi, Sefer Tahkemoni XVIII, L; ed. P. de
Lagarde, Iudaei Harizii Macamage, Hannover (1924), p. 92, p. 184; cf.
J. Starr, Romania, Paris (1949), p. 16.
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nity, is peculiarly valuable because it contains the only direct reference
extant to the state of the Jews under the Lascarid dynasty which, be-
tween 1204 and 1261 at Nicea, continued Byzantine rule over western
Asia Minor, and to the state of those under the so-called Despots of
Epirus, the rival claimants to the Byzantine succession in parts of
western and northern Greece. This is a polemical letter from R. Jacob
ben Eli of Carcassone in Provence to his relative and erstwhile pupil
Pablo Christiani or Cristii. Pablo, originally Sha’ul had, as his name
implies, become a Christian, and was zealously propagating his new
faith among the Jews of Provence and of neighbouring Aragon between
1260 and 1273, provoking Jacob to his defence of Judaism *.

This source is by no means recently discovered. The whole letter was
edited by Kobak in 1868 and the parts with a Byzantine-Jewish interest
were translated and discussed by Lewin two years later °. In 1914 these
parts were used by Krauss in his history of Byzantine Jewry and in
1921 by Bees in his survey of the Jews of Janina while, in 1928,
Kobak’s whole text was re-printed by Eisenstein ®. Two years earlier
Mann had subjected it to a fresh analysis the Byzantine parts of which
were, in 1947, referred to by Charanis in his article on the Jews under
Michael VIII Paleologus (1258-1282), and in 1949 by Starr in his
book on Jews in the Near East after the Fourth Crusade . The present
comment is intended to bring out certain aspects which, nevertheless,
appear to need further investigation.

4 See C. Roth, “The Disputation of Barcelona (1263)”, Harvard Theological
Review 43 (1950), p- 118.

5 J. Kobak, “Iggeret (vikuah) R. Ya‘akov mi-Venetsiah”, Jeschurun 6 (1868),
pp. 1-34; on Jacob’s supposed Venetian origin' see below, p. 205; L. Lewin,
«Eine Notiz zur Geschichte der Juden in byzantinischen Reiche”, Monats-
schrift fuer Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums 19 (1870), pp.
117-122. ‘

6 S. Krauss, Studien zur byzantinisch-juedischen Geschichte, Leipzig (1914),
pp. 53-55; N. Bees, “Uebersicht ueber die Geschichte des Judentums von
Janina (Epirus)”, Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbuecher 2 (1921), p. 163;
I. D. Eisenstein, Otsar vikuhim, New York (1928), pp. 184-193.

7 1. Mann, “Une source de lhistoire juive au XIIle si¢cle: La lettre polé-
mique de Jacob b. Elie & Pablo Christiani”, Revue des Etudes Juives 82
(1926), pp. 363-377; P. Charanis, “The Jews in the Byzantine Empire
under the First Paleologi”, Speculum 22 (1947), pp. 75-77; Starr, p. 20,
p- 22 (note 6).
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The climax of Jacob'’s polemic, of his arguments in defence of Juda-
ism, are seven examples of how, in his own and Pablo’s time, or not
long previously, God has punished those who turned against the Jews
either by trying to persuade others to join them in their apostacy, or
by actual persecution as rulers. His third example is a ruler readily
identifiable as Theodore Angelus, Despot of Epirus (1215-1230) who,
during his last five years, extended his sway to Thessalonica :

“And now I will tell you™, says Jacob®, “what happened to
Theodorus the wicked Greek ‘whose heart God made fat and
whose eyes heavy’?, so that he reigned and behaved just as he
pleased. He became a devil to our people and profaned our faith.
He seized their wealth and despoiled them of their riches. And
whenever a Jew came before him he would close his eyes, while
He who dwelleth on high seemed to allow this pretended ignor-
ance. Then the Lord our God hardened Theodorus’ spirit and
gave him courage for vengeance on his enemy: so Theodorus
this Greek went forth to war with King Asani * and greeted him
not but gave him battle. But King Asani slew most of his horse-
men and the best of his captains, and the wicked Theodorus
fell captive to him, trapped in his net. And King Asani put fetters
on his feet, so that he melted in terror and became weak as water.

“Then King Asani summoned two Jews and said to them,
‘Honour your God, for Theodorus your enemy has fallen into
my hand. “Darken his eyes in their sockets so that they may be
consumed away” !, and take vengeance on him who has been
captured in war’. And the Jews took and flung him down on
the ground. But he pleaded with them and they had mercy on
him and did not requite him according to his deeds; they forgot
his wickedness and did not darken his sight. Then King Asani
was wrath with them and ordered them to be taken up on a
high mountain, rising into the very sky, from whence, flying

8 Kobak, pp. 24-25; Eisenstein, p. 191; the translation of this and the
following passage is our own. So far as we know neither have been pre-
viously translated into English.

9 Ie made Theodore heedless of the truth; cf. Isaiah VI.10.

10 John II Asen of Bulgaria (1218-1241).
11 Cf. Zachariah XTIV.12.
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wingless, they were thrown. Broken limb from limb when not
half way down, ‘they sank as lead in the mighty waters’ *2. After
this, he ordered two of his people to put out Theodorus’ eyes,
which they did. ‘Then the king’s wrath was pacified’ ”* *%.

Jacob’s fourth example is the ruler he calls Batsh, that is the Nicean
emperor John III Ducas Vatatzes (1222-1254) *+.

12

13
14
15
16

17
18

19

“The king of evil””, Jacob says, ‘“‘caused him to err and aroused
him to lay hands on our religion, profaning the teaching of our
God. He commanded the Jews in all the lands of his kingdom
to worship according to his worship, to accept and maintain his
religion. And now I shall tell you what happened to him for his
trespass and his transgression. In that year ** his.sleep departed
from him, a sickness grew upon him and ‘his ill savour came
up’ . He became like a brimming cup, ‘like a seething pot®*".
His belly swelled up with the stones in it and with the sores on
it, while ‘the water that causes the curse’ *® gathered inside it.
‘His heart trembled’ *?, and a rotteness entered his bones, nor did
this water of his dry up. Filth was in his mouth and his tongue
was on fire. He hungered for bread and he thirsted for water,
but eating and drinking only increased his affliction. He was
greatly troubled by boils on the knees and legs. Pains like birth
pangs seized him and, fourteen days before his death, he vomited
up his filth. Then the brook Kishon could not have washed away
his stink, for his colon was stopped up and his belly sealed. When
they brought him food he ate it, and if it sickened and disgusted
him he still swallowed it painfully and then vomited it up. ‘And
behold at evening-tide trouble; and before the morning he is

An odd quotation since, of course, it refers to the persecutors of the Jews
(Exodus XV.10).
Esther VII.10.

Kobak, pp. 25-26; Eisenstein, p. 191.
Le. 1254, the last year of John’s life.
See Joel IL20-21: “great evil things” as opposed to the Lord’s “great

things”.

See Jeremiah L.13.

Le. the bitter waters that cause the belly to swell and burst (Numbers
V.17-27).

Cf. Isaiah VII.2.
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not’ 2°, Such was his portion for plundering us, such his lot for

despoiling us. So they cast him down into Sheol and lowered him

into the depth of the pit”.
The last Byzantine example, the fifth in the series, is the ruler Jacob
calls Lashk, that is John’s son and successor Theodore II Lascaris
(1254-—1258), during whose reign, he says, the decree of forced baptism
remained in force 2. This ruler’s punishment was ceaseless trouble from
a nobility made hostile by his own wilfulness for “‘anger rested in his
bosom” ?2, and an eventually fatal illness, ‘“‘a sore sickness and of long
duration” 23, much more shortly described than John’s, but seemingly
very similar. Jacob then relates how the next ruler, that is Michael VIII,
formerly Theodore’s ‘“‘servant””, had the ministers of both previous
reigns put to death “till not a couple of them remained together”, and
had Theodore’s son (John IV) blinded and mutilated ‘‘destroying his
fruit from above, his roots from below’ ** —a just punishment for
his father’s and grandfathers’ iniquities. He then rescinded he decree
of forced baptism: ‘“He assembled all the sages of Israel in his king-
dom; they came before him faint of heart. And he said to them, ‘I
know full well that Batsh cast you down and that for this he did not
prosper. “Now go and worship, you your sons and your daughters,
keep His commandments and bless me also” 2%, Be you ever my friends
and wish me well, “while I shall fight for you and you shall hold your
peace’’ * >’ %6, ‘

These parts of Jacob’s letter are primarily important for the histo-
rian because they are-the only source, with the exception of two very
much later and vaguer references to John Vatatzes #*, which gives the
information that John and Theodore Angelus persecuted their Jewish

20 Isaiah XVII.14.

21 Kobak, p. 26; Eisenstein, p. 191.

22 Cf. Ecclesiastes VILS.

23 Cf. Deuteronomy XXVIIL59.

24 Amos I1.9.

25 Cf. Exodus XII.31-32.

26 Cf. Exodus XIV.14.

27 One reference is in a sixteenth century “History of Mankind” by Samuel
al-Gazi of Candia (see Starr, p. 23, note 9), the other is in a seventeenth
century eulogy of John Vatatzes which mixes fact with legend; see A.
Heisenberg, “Kaiser Johannes Batatzes der Barmherzige”, Byzantinische
Zeitschrift 14 (1905), pp. 179-188.

[152]



BYZANTINE JEWRY IN THE THIRTEENTH CENTURY

subjects. This information has never been questioned by Jewish or
general historians — perhaps because Jacob’s other instances of perse-
cution, in Spain and Morocco, are independently well attested. Doelger,
for example, in his register of official edicts by Byzantine emperors,
while suggesting that John’s decree can be otherwise supported, speci-
fically cites only Jacob’s letter and ‘Lewin’s translation . Neverthe-
less, the letter presents certain difficulties which have not had the atten-
tion they deserve.

First of all, Jacob does not assign any particular cause for the perse-
cutions. Obviously, from his point of view, he had no need to do so.
Even had he known of any, apart from the general likelihood of perse-
cution by the Christian regimes of his day, his sole- purpose was
simply to warn the apostate of the retribution that awaited the per-
secutors. Here, however, it is necessary to look for a cause since, in
this respect, the Byzantine Empire differed somewhat from other Chris-
tian regimes: although its Jews suffered from many disabilities, Juda-
ism, as distinct from Christian heresies, was officially recognised, and
its practice was protected by law. Persecution by the state was compa-
ratively rare; that by Theodore Angelus and John Vatatzes was the
first for nearly three hundred years. In fact, from the reign of Justinian
in the sixth century to the capture of Constantinople by the crusaders
there had only been four ?. For the persecution by Theodore Angelus
there is, indeed, a cause given in the two standard histories of the
Thessalonica community by Emmanuel and by Nehamah, but it is
not satisfactory: it was a reaction to manifestations of hostility by
the Jews, a hostility aroused by Theodore’s claim to the Byzantine
succession as against Nicea since this claim, it is supposed, had set him
at odds with the clergy who for long had been on relatively good terms

28 F. Doelger, Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des ostroemischen Reiches von
565-1453, 3 Teil, Muenchen-Berlin (1932), no. 1817; J. Starr, “The Status
of the Jewries of the Levant after the Fourth Crusade™, Actes du Vlie
Congrés International d’'Etudes Byzantines Paris, 1948), vol. 1, Paris
(1950), p. 200, supposes that the decree was enforced only at Thessalonica,
but the relevant passage (above, p. 202) hardly bears this interpretation,

29 See Starr, ibid.; cf. his Byzantine Jewry 641-1204, Athens (1939), pp. 1-8
and my Byzantine Jewry from Justinian to the Fourth Crusade, London
(1971), pp. 163-164.
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with the Jews of Thessalonica *. But the opposite of this explanation
is more likely. Firstly, the Jews of northern Greece generally seem for
long to have been a source of embarrassment to the clergy, Eustathius,
Archbishop of Thessalonica, was shocked to discover, shortly after
his appointment in 1174, that Jews had been freely buying or renting
the houses of Christians, even with holy pictures still on the walls, and
had as freely been disputing about rents and prices. And Eustathius
found that he could not settle matters out of hand, but was forced
to seek the advice of the patriarch 3*, By Theodore’s day, the situation
had not essentially changed. Constantine Cabasilas, Bishop of Durazzo,
in a reply to a question about the rights of the Armenians to build
their own churches, which he had addressed to an expert in ecclesi-
astical law, Demetrius Chometianus, Archbishop of Ochrida, was told
that Jews, too, had the right to build synagogues — but limited to
special quarters of the cities in which they lived. Yet, clearly, in prac-
tice, things were no different from the apparent absence earlier of this
limitation, since Demetrius went on to stress the penalties for its non-
observance: all property outside the quarters allotted is to be de-
stroyed, as it should have been in the past 32. Secondly, it was, perhaps,
such destruction of Jewish property which was the despoiling of their
possessions noted by Jacob. For Theodore would have wished to
please his clergy. Far from quarreling over his claim, he had every
reason to be on good terms with them and particularly with Deme-
trius, their leading figure. It is now some twenty years that the older

30 See J. Nehamah, Histoire des Israélites de Salonique, vol. 1, Salonica
(1935), pp. 89-96; cf. L. S. Emmanuel, Histoire des Israélites de Salonique,
Paris (1936), pp. 38-39.

31 Eustarhii metropolitac Thessalonicensis opuscula, ed. T.L. Tafel, Frank-
furt (1832), pp. 339-340 (Letter 22); cf. ibid., p. 66 (a Lenten sermon, which
Emmanuel [p.40] actually thought was a plea for tolerance towards the
Jews). ‘

32 Demetrii Chometiani ad C. Cabasilam responsum XXII, ed. J. Pitra,
Andlécta Sacra et Classica Spicilegio Solesmensi Parata, vol. 6, Paris
(1891), cols. 661-664; cf. Starr, Romania, p. 81; Charanis, pp. 76-77 who
first noticed this responsum but mistakenly ascribed it to the Bishop of
‘Citrus. On Chometianus, the most recent is D.M. Nicol, “Refugees,
Mixed Population and Local Patriotism in Epiros and Western Macedonia
after the Fourth Crusade”, XVe Congrés International d'Etudes Byzantines,
Rapports et Co-Rapports I: Histoire, II; .Com position et. mouvement de la
population dans le monde byzantin, Athens (1976), pp. 11-13 and note 34.
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view, which had relied too heavily on Nicean sources, has been cor-
rected: the clergy of northern Greece, and particularly Demetrius who
had himself crowned Theodore at Thessalonica, were staunch defenders
of his claim to be the only legitimate Byzantine emperor 3%, A possible
cause of this persecution, therefore, was an allegation by the clergy
that the Jewish subjects of Theodore Angelus, emboldened by a rela-
tively tolerant atmosphere, were exceeding the bounds of what was
legally permitted them. As for John Vatatzes, the causes of his decree,
as of its continuation by his son, must be even more a matter of specu-
lation. Both may have been part of what has been called “the growing
xenophobia of the Greeks of the Nicean Empire” on a par, it has been
suggested, with the massacre of Armenians from the:Troad where
the cause was clear enough: their active assistance to Henry of Flan-
ders in his invasion of Asia Minor 3*. However, whatever the specific
causes for this decree and for its continuation might have been,
Michael’s revocation of it is readily explicable by his general policy
of renewing agreements with potentially useful commercial elements
and, once he had gained possession of it in 1261, of re-building and
re-populating his half-ruined capital. And Jacob’s is a reasonable im-
plication that this revocation applied to Thessalonica, for by then
Michael was ruling there *.

Apart from the difficulty of satisfactorily explaining the persecutions,
Jacob’s letter presents -others which have received equally little atten-
tion. In fact, the only one ever seriously discussed — one that does
not directly concern us here — was that Jacob, apparently “‘of Venice”
according to the opening of Kobak’s text, calls James I of Aragon
“our lord” a contradiction once supposed by Steinschneider to destroy
the reliability of much that he relates. To-day, Mann’s conclusion from

33 See D. M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epirus, Oxford (1957), pp. 7677,
80-81, 92-93. ’

34 M. Angold, 4 Byzantine Government in Exile: Government and Society
under the Lascarids of Nicea 1204-1261, Oxford (1975), p. 32; on these
Armenians, cf. P. Charanis, “The Armenians in the Byzantine Empire”,
Byzantinoslavica 22 (1961), p. 237.

35 See D. M. Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium 1261-1453, London
(1972), pp. 65-66; Starr, Romania, p. 27; cf. also for northern Greece the
Jewish privileges included by Andronicus II in an edict of privileges to
Janina (1319), see Acta et diplomata graeca medii devi sacra et profana,
ed. F. Miklosich & J. Mueller, vol. 5, Vienna (1887), p. 83.
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his examination of manuscript and other material is usually accepted:
Jacob moved from Carcassone to Aragon where he passed many years
at Valencia — a textual emendation from ‘““Venice’’ not too drastic
in the Hebrew 3¢, Difficulties in the Byzantine section, however, are no
less worthy of study. One of them concerns the fate of Theodore An-
gelus. Most of Jacob’s account of what happened to him fits in well
enough with his sudden decision, sstill a puzzle for historians, to attack
Asen, and with his defeat at the battle of Klokonitsa, between Adria-
nople and Philippopolis, in the spring of 1230. Similarly, Nicean
sources agree with Jacob, if not for his reason, that Theodore was thus
indeed punished for his sins *’. On the other hand, nearly all the sources
relate how Theodore was blinded, or otherwise ill treated, only after
some years of comfortable captivity. The one source where he is imme-
diately blinded (as Jacob implies) was written far from these events,
and further detracts from its reliability by calling the battle “‘a fight
between Greeks” 3. Of course, with Jacob it may be a legitimate
enough dramatic device to enhance the effect of his polemic. There
is a similar contrast between the dramatic and the probable in his
account of Theodore’s punishment. On the one hand, there is no
a priori reason for doubting that Jews were ordered to carry it out —
and not just because of Asen’s sense of justice. The use of Jews as
executioners was a known custom both in Bulgaria and in Greece
where, whatever their legal privileges or status, this most unpleasant
of tasks might be often laid upon them. Then their refusal would be
but one of many instances where those so ordered sought every expe-
dient to avoid increasing thus still further the unpopularity of their
community, whether or not additionally prompted by mercy as Jacob

36 See M. Steinschneider, “Mazkeret ha-Mizrah”, Jeschurun 7 (1871), Hebrew
section, p. 85; Mann, pp. 363-366; Roth, pp. 120-121. Y. Baer, 4 History
of the Jews in Christian Spain, vol. 1, Philadelphia (1961). p. 152, p. 408
(note 32), mentions Mann’s emendation but still speaks of Jacob as from
Venice.

37 See Ephraim Chronographia 8065-8111, ed. 1. Bekker, Bonn (1840), pp.
325-326; Georgii Acropolitae Opera XXV-XXVI, ed. A. Heisenberg, Leip-
zig (1903), vol. 1, pp. 41-42; Nicephori Gregorae Historia Byzantina 113,
ed. L. Schopen, Bonn (1829), vol. 1, p. 28; cf. Nicol, Despotate, pp. 104-
111, and for the site of the battle, p. 112, note 4.

38 Richard of San Germano, Chronica Regni Siciliae, ed. C. A. Garufi, Rerum
Italicarum Scriptores, vol. 7, part 2, Bologna (1937-38), p. 166.
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states — which with Emmanuel becomes “religious scruples and a
patriotic sentiment” *. On the other hand, the punishment the recal-
citrants are supposed to have suffered is unlikely. The difficulty is topo-
graphical: Neither near the site of the battle, nor near Thessalonica,
nor for that matter in the region of the Bulgarian capital of Tirnovo,
does the configuration of the land — a river valley, ‘a plain and a
plateau respectively — fit the probability of “‘a mountain reaching up
to heaven”. It is certainly likely that these Jews were put to death but,
again, Jacob was presumably dramatising how this was done **. The
same sort of dramatisation may be responsible for the mixture of fact
and fancy in his account of the end of the Lascarids. There was cer-
tainly a fierce struggle between Theodore Lascaris and the Nicean
nobility 4*. But Michael did not make a general massacre of Lascarid
ministers — at the worst he was involved in the deaths of two of them **
— while there seems to be no source which asserts that John IV “had
his roots destroyed from below”, that is that he was castrated as well
as blinded. '

More serious than all the foregoing difficulties, needing further dis-
cussion though they do, is the difficulty Jacob poses by his description
of the last illness of John Vatatzes. For it has nothing whatever in
common with its description in Byzantine sources. One of the chief
ones, Nicephoras Gregoras, calls John’s illness an “epilepsy or inflam-
mation of the brain” and gives its symptoms as torpor, giddiness and
fits of unconsciousness**. And historians have usually agreed that
John’s last illness was severe epilepsy *. The total incompatability of
Jacob’s description is even more puzzling than at first glance because

39 See J. Starr, “Jewish Life in Crete under the Rule of Venice”, Proceedings
of the American Academy for Jewish Research 12 (1942), pp. 74-76; idem,
Romania, pp. 27-28 (and note), p.45 (and note); S. Assaf, “Talyanim Yehu-
dim”, Tarbits 5 (1934-35), pp. 224-226; Emmanuel, p. 41.

40 Emmanuel alone (p. 40, note 1) notices the topographical dibbiculty but

offers no solution.

41 See Angold, pp. 74-79.

42 See Nicol, Last Centuries, p. 33, p. 35.

43 Historia Byzantina 11.8, ed. Schopen, vol. 1, pp. 49-50.

44 See e.g. A. Gardner, The Lascarids of Nicea, The Story of an Empire in
Exile, London (1912), p. 192; G. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine
State, trans. J. Hussey, Oxford (1956), p. 394.
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Jacob had medical qualifications *3, and thus presumably would have
been careful in his description of symptoms. His details do indeed
suggest such qualifications — but they are details for the wrong ill-
ness. It is strange, therefore, that nobody has so much as drawn atten-
tion to this difficulty, let alone proposed an explanation. Of those
commentators who mention the illness at all, Steinschneider says that
it was epilepsy but does not mention this contradiction, which he might
well have been expected to do as an apt illustration of Jacob’s alleged
unreliability *°. Lewin merely remarks that Jacob describes the illness
in great detail . Mann follows neither Jacob nor the Byzantine sour-
ces: John had an apoplectic fi and then died after a year’s illness **.
Krauss, on the other hand, simply states that John had a severe
stomach complaint, and that his son suffered from it too, *“‘which is
also an established historical fact™ *°.
It has to be admitted that, although this is indeed a problem needing
a solution and ought to be discussed as such, no solution is being
proposed here. However, Jacob’s description does suggest a possible
line of speculation. The symptoms he gives, if wholly at variance with
epilepsy, are remarkably like those of the illness which, as recorded
by Josephus and then by Christian sources, is supposed to have killed
King Herod.
“The fever that he had”, says Josephus *°, “was a light one and
did not so much indicate symptoms of inflammation to the touch
as it produced internal damage. He also had a terrible desire to
eat because of this ', for it was impossible not to seek relief.
There was also an ulceration of the bowels and intestinal pains
that were particularly terrible, and a moist, transparent suppu-
ration of the feet. And he suffered similarly from an abdominal

45 Kobak, p. 2.

46 Steinschneider, p. 86.

47 Lewin, p. 120.

48 Mann, p. 373.

49 Krauss, p. 54.

50 Flavii Josephi Antiquitates Judaici XVIL.166-170; English translation by
R. Marcus, Josephus, Harvard University Press (1927), vol. 8, p. 449; cf.
Eusebii Historia Ecclesiastica 1.8 (in J. P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus
completus, series Graeca-Latina, vol. 20, col. 104).

51 The Greek to feel a strong itch, is normally emended to

to take (food); see note C to text, “aviditas accipiendi cibi”.
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ailment, as well as from a gangrene of his privy parts that pro-
duced worms. His breathing was marked by extreme tension and
was very unpleasant because of the disagreeable exhalation of
his breath and his constant gasping. He also had convulsions in
every limb that took on an unendurable severity™.
In another passage, Josephus mentions that Herod had tumours on
the feet and a swelling of the abdomen 3. There have been many
guesses about the nature of this illness but, not surprisingly, epilepsy
has not been one of them *3, any more than it can be inferred from
the similar symptoms for John Vatatzes. There is another possible
parallel. According to Jacob, Theodore II Lascaris died from an ill-
ness very like the one that had killed his father. Now, it ¢could be that
while alluding to the accepted notion that Theodore’s illness (though
it was epilepsy) had been inherited >, Jacob is also alluding to the tradi-
tion, common to Jews and Christians, that Agrippa I had died of
the same illness which had killed his grandfather Herod — and had
killed him for the same reason: both had suffered the same divine
retribution, Herod for his cruel treatment of his Jewish subjects,
Agrippa because he had allowed himself to be praised as God *. It
may be that for Jacob, therefore, here was yet another polemical device
to overawe his Christian opponent: the symptoms he describes, pre-
cisely because they recall those ascribed to Herod and Agrippa, are
the appropriate ones for the two new persecutors and blasphemers.
However, before this explanation for Jacob’s description of John’s
symptoms could be seriously considered, it would at least have to be
shown that a familiarity with these passages in Josephus by both Jacob
and Pablo Christiani, or with similar passages in Christian sources,
can be reasonably assumed. In the meantime, the difficulty posed by
these symptoms must remain unresolved though it need not, any more
than the other difficulties discussed here, necessarily detract from the
reliability of the main information given us in Jacob’s letter.

and the Latin translation to Eusebius, references as in note 50, above.

52 Flavii Josephii Bellum Judaicum 1.656; ed. & trans, H. St. J. Thackeray,

. Josephus, vol. 2, pp. 311-312.

53 On Herod’s disease, see A. Schalit, Koenig Herodes, Berlin (1969), pp.
639-640 (note 198). 54 See Ostrogorsky, p. 395.

55 TFor references, see Encyclopaedia Judaica, ed. C. Roth and others, Jeru-
salem (1971), vol. 8, cols. 384, 387; and see Acts of the Apostles XI1.23.
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SHABBETAI DONNOLO AS A
BYZANTINE JEWISH FIGURE

Shabbetai Donnolo, born in the year 913 at Oria in Apulia, is best
known as a doctor. His Sefer Merqahoth (Book of Compounded Medi-
caments) sometimes called Sefer ba-Yaqar (the Precious Book), a list of
herbal prescriptions suitable for various ailments, was first edited by
Steinschneider over a hundred years ago.! It has since been quoted
from and referred to in medical and historical literature, both Jewish
and non-Jewish, a continuing interest which has culminated in the
meticulous studies devoted to it, and to Donnolo himself in its
context, by Professor Zvi Muntner.? In fact, Donnolo’s medical
reputation has overshadowed his work in two other fields. The first
is cosmology. This forms the major part of his Hakhmoni (a title
presumably implying wisdom) which was a commentary on the
Sefer Yesirah, a mystical account of the creation. A critical edition
of the Hakhmoni was published by Castelli in 1880® and, in relation
to the enormous growth since then of studies in Jewish mysticism,
it has been somewhat neglected. The second field is astrology —in
his day, of course, scarcely to be distinguished from astronomy.
Most of what he has to say on this topic is also in the Hakbmoni.
The remainder is in his Sefer Magzaloth (Book of Constellations), a
commentary on the astrological midrash usually called the Baraita de —
Shemuel ha-Qatan. The extant portions of the Sefer Magzaloth were
edited by Luzzatto in 1843 * and they, too, have attracted remarkably

* Revised text of 2 paper read at a seminar of the Institute of Jewish Studies,

on February 28, 1973. I wish to acknowledge most gratefully the help received
from participants in the discussion.

! See M. STEINSCHNEIDER, Fragment des altesten medicinischen Werkes in bebriische
Spracke, Bexlin (1867).

* Z. MuntNER, R. Shabbetai Donnolo, 2 vols., Jerusalem (1950) (in Hebrew).
( 3 D) CasteLLy, I/ Commento di Sabbetai Donnolo sul libro de la Creazione, Florence

1880).

* Sefer Mazzaloth, ed. S. D. Luzzarro, Kerem Hemed 7 (1843), pp. 61-67;
Baraita de-Shemuel ha-Qatan, ed. J. D. E1SENSTEIN, *Osar Midrashim, New York
(1915), pPp- 542-547.
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lictle attention. In both these fields Donnolo, while not attaining,
for example, the level of his great contemporary Sa‘adiah nor, for that
matter, that of his own Sefer Mergapoth, does include some valuable
material for the history of science and of speculative thought. In the
present context the value of all three of his works lies in the light
they throw on him as a figure of his community and of his age.

In the year of Donnolo’s birth Apulia was one of the two divisions
(the other being Calabria) into which southern Italy was divided
as provinces of the Byzantine empire: Neither the place nor the year
of his death are known. It is only certain that his life spanned most
of the tenth century, for he was alive in 982 — the last date mentioned
in his writings.! It was an important period in the history of southern
Italy: a period of repeated attacks by Muslim raiders, complicated
by an involved struggle for power between Byzantines, Lombards
and Germans which concluded in a decisive, if only temporary
Byzantine victory. It was an equally important period in the history
of the empire as a whole. Byzantine ascendancy in southern Italy
was part of a general ascendancy, that of Byzantium’s great age under
the Macedonian emperors which then reached its culmination and
which (with all the necessary re-evaluations of modern historiography)
cannot be said to have long outlasted the century’s end.?

Oria is about half way between the ports of Taranto and Brindisi
which, in the time of Donnolo and indeed long previously, were
ports of transit on trade routes from the countries of the eastern
Mediterranean and of the far east to Europe. Oria was the only
place of any size between the two ports and profited greatly from its
situation. It was famous for its luxury products, particularly for its
draperies and fine cloths.® Its wealth was comparable to that of
Lombard cities not under Byzantine rule, such as Salerno, Amalfi
and Naples.? The Jews of Oria shared in this prosperity. The stoty
of the ’Amittai family as told by ’Ahima‘as clearly indicates the
existence of a firmly established community with the resources to
survive the heavy misfortunes that occasionally befell it.> Of one
such misfortune Donnolo himself was a witness. Oria was strategic-

! See J. STARR, Jews in the Byzantine Empire 641-1204, Athens (1939), p. 53,
and Source No. 113.

2 See G. OstroGorsky, History of the Byzantine State, trans. J. Hussey, znd
edn,, Oxford (1968), pp. 217-235.

3 1. Gay, L’Italie méridionale et empire byzantin, Paris (1904), p. 207.

1 Op. ¢it., pp. 580-581.

3 Sefer Yubasin, ed. A. NEUBAUER, Medieval Jewish Chronicles (Anecdota Oxoniensia
Semitic Series ii), Oxford (1895), pp. 114~127.
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ally important. Perched on a little hill, it dominated the flat, well-
cultivated country round about and was frequently the residence of
the military governor. When, from the middle of the ninth century,
Muslim raids were becoming a serious danger, the Bishop of
Brindisi moved his seat there, for it was well fortified and was
supposed to be more easily defensible.! But in 925 it was raided and
sacked, apparently without much resistance, by ‘Ubaydullah, the
independent Muslim ruler of Sicily and Tunisia. For the Byzantines
it was a disaster. All men capable of bearing arms were killed out of
hand. Ten thousand other inhabitants were taken for ransom, among
them the military governor whose ransom was fixed at five thousand
gold dinars (perhaps a quarter of a million sterling at pre-1939 values),
and a yearly tribute, or bribe, of eleven thousand gold dinars, that
had once been paid by the province but had long been omitted, had
to be renewed. ‘Ubaydullah, who had revived the enthusiasm of
early Islam, calling himself al-Mahdi - the divinely inspired guide -
and denouncing the heresies of the ‘Abbasid caliphs of Baghdad,
proudly displayed Oria’s riches to his admiring followers and,
during the next four years, sent them repeatedly to pillage the cities
of Apulia.? ‘

The Jews of Oria suffered with the rest. In his introduction to the
Hakbmoni Donnolo relates that “ten wise and righteous rabbis of
blessed memory were then slain, among them the great and righteous
R. Hasadiah b. Hananel, of blessed memory, one of my kinsfolk,
of the family of my grandfather, R. Joel, and other pious elders of
the congregation, men who were examples to their generation,
teachers and students. I, Shabbetai Donnolo, was then twelve years
old” - this is the source for 913 as the date of his birth — “at Taranto
I was ransomed with my parents’ money, but they, and the rest of
my family, were taken away to Palermo and to Africa. As for me, I
temained in the land ruled by the Romans” —i.e. the Byzantines.®

This short but vivid account, apart from much other information
that it can yield, is the starting-point for the building up of a picture
of Donnolo as a Jew in tenth-century Byzantine Italy. However, it is
not possible to proceed on similar lines since, so far as I know, it is
the solitary example of a direct or indirect reference by him to
contemporary events. He says nothing about the further raids by

' Gay, op. cit., p. 192.

2 M. AMARY, Storiz dei Musuimani di Sicilia®, ii, Catania (1935), pp. z02-z04.
3 CasterLi, Hebrew text, pp. 3—4; STARR, Source No. 87.
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‘Ubaydullah, which included Otria, nor about another wave of raids
towards the end of his life on other places with Jewish communities,
such as Bari and Otranto. Nor is there any reflection in his writings
of the worst misfortune to afflict Byzantine Jewry in his day - the
attempt by the emperor Romanus I in 943 at forcible conversion,
which caused many to flee to Khazaria and particularly affected the
communities of Otranto, Bari and Oria.! For the ways in which his
writings do help to reveal him as a Byzantine Jewish figure, it is
first necessary to say something about the relation of Byzantine
Jewry to the state and to the general population.

In at least one important respect Byzantium was the true heir of
Rome. Roman. civilisation had been based on the city, and in the
west could not long survive its decay. But the cities of the eastern
Roman provinces, linked to Constantinople as the greatest of them,
had continued to flourish as centres of trade and industry, preserving
the viable money economy which had been one source of Roman
power. The Byzantine nomisma or selidus, despite a gradual diminution
of its gold content, remained acceptable currency rot only thoughout
the empire but also throughout the known world. The consequence
was that the state could afford to pay in cash, instead of in land or
privileges, for the services of soldiers and administrators. Although
by Donnolo’s day the situation had somewhat deteriorated, the
ruling institution — the emperor with his civil service and his
professional army — could guarantee security and enforce the law to
an extent inconceivable under a western ruler with his hierarchy of
semij-independent nobles. The absence of a feudal structure meant
that Byzantium, in its great age, was a land of rank, not of status:
a feudal hierarchy with its infinity of social categories did not exist.
Jewish life was sensibly influenced by this sort of open society. The
Jews were not confined to any particular trade or calling nor, until
the early twelfth century, by which time Byzantium had changed
considerably, to a particular quarter of a city. On the contrary, they
were an integral element of the population.? They could own houses
and land. They could be members of the guilds, notably of the silk

! See J. MANN, Texts and Studies in Jewish Hisiory and Literature, i, Cincinnati
(1931), Pp. 12-14, 23-25; STARR, Source No. g
See A. GALANTE, Ler jmf: de Comtantmople sous Byzance, Istanbul (1940),
pp. 23-25; C. EMEREAU “Constantinople sous Théodore le Jeune”, Byzantion
2 (1925), p. I12.
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guilds — the most powerful of them all.! They were to be found
among the supporters of the rival chariot teams in the hippodrome,
in fact a form of political activity,? and they helped to defend the
city walls in the ranks of the militia.> And there were Jewish doctors
in sufficient numbers for their possible influence on their Christian
patients to worry a Church Council at the end of the seventh
century.* In Donnolo’s day, we know of one by name — Abraham
ben Sason, who was also head of the community in Bari.’ This
position of the Jews in Byzantium was recognised by law. As in
Rome, Judaism was 2 permitted religion. Byzantine legislation laid
many restrictions on Jews, but gave them protection. From the
point of view of the Church, the Jews were part of the living
testimony for the truth of the scriptures, and as such should not be
harmed. Although this idea was not infrequently expressed by
western churchmen too, the difference is that in 2 highly organised
state it could be put into practice. During the seven hundred years
or so that elapsed between Justinian’s interference in the service of
the synagogue,’ in a sense only a corollary to his passionate interest
in the affairs of the Church, and the fall of Constantinople to the
crusaders in 1204, there were only four attempts by the emperors to
abolish what was, nevertheless, an anomaly in a fiercely orthodox
Christian state, and to force the Jews into conversion.” Even when
it is remembered that close contact between Jew and Christian did
not have to mean friendship, that the prologues to most legislation
concerning Jews, favourable though it might be, were couched in

{ GALANTE, p. 51; cf. R. Lopez, “The Role of Trade in the Economic Re-
adjustment of Byzantium in the Seventh Century”’, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 13
(1959), P- 83; Benjamin of Tudela’s well-known references ate, of course, to a
much later period, but they are not itrelevant; see Sefer Mass‘aoth, ed. and trans.
M. ApLer, London (1907), text, pp. 12, 13, 17; trans., pp. 10, 11, 14.

» See A. SHARF, Byzantine Jewry from Justinian to the Fourth Crusade, London
(1971), pp- 28-29, 47-48. For the history of the political role of the Factiones
in the hippodrome, see PauLy-Wissowa, RE vi, 2, 1954 f., especially 1956,
and iv, 1, 994.

5 See §. Demetrii miracula, ed. MiGNE, PGL 116, 1332B; cf. L. S. EMMANUEL,
Histoire des Lsradlites de Salonique, Paris (1936), p. 36.

1 J. D. Mansi, Sanctorum conciliorum nova e amplissima collectio, xi, col. 945E.

5 MANN, p. 26, note 28.

6 See his decree (INovella 146) of the year 553, Tustiniani novellae, ed. R. SCHOELL
and W. Krovr, Corpus luris Cavilis, iii, Betlin (1954), p- 714; English translation
in J. Patkes, The Conflict of the Church and the Synagogue, London (1934), PP- 3927393
for the literature, see S. BARoN, A Social and Religious History of the Jews?, iii,
New York (1957), p. 233, note I1. ’

7 Before that of Romanus, there had been attempts at forced baptism by
Heraclius in 632, by Leo 1T in 721 or 722, and by Basil Tin 874.
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hostile. and insulting language, and that there are many other
instances of anti-semitic outbursts, official and unofficial, Byzantine
Jews were nevertheless usually secure enough to be. threatened by
those dangers only which, like the sack of Oria, constltuted a-threat
to the whole populatlon ‘
In such a.situation, it is to be- expected that ]eWISh learmng
flourished. And: while its general level, as in the particular case of
Donnolo, is not really comparable to that reached by Jewish scholars
in: the lands of Islam, its achievements had .more than a local sig-
nificance.  The communities of Byzantine Italy were important
enough centres ‘of talmudic study for Rabbenu Tam (1100-1171),
an outstanding authority ‘of his.day, to adapt: the words of Isaiah
and declare, “For out of Bari shall go forth.the Law and the word
of the Lord from Otranto”1 Other studies ‘were preserved or
revived. Shefatyah ben ’Amittai and his brother Hananel were versed
in the Palestinian and Babylonian traditions of mystical -literature,
'and it was. from. Qria that much in these traditions reached. the
scholars north of the Alps who .were to be. the founders of the
Kabbalah.? Shefatyah, his son, ’Amittai and Silanus of Venosa wrote
liturgical poems which msplred the Qalonymos family. of Lucca and
the liturgists, of France and Germany, their compositions. 1nclud1ng
examples which are still used to- -day in the services for the Day of
Atonement.’ The Yosippor, a historical work of doubtful authorshlp
largely derived from the Antignities of Josephus, was transmitted
from Otranto through Spain to the rest of Europe, to become the
basis for much mediaeval Jewish historiography ~ and later to gain
an extraordinary popularity with. Christian. hebraists.* Evidence of
Jewish learning from other parts of the empire is more limited, but
the difference may. be misleading. If the chromcle of ’ Ahima‘as had
not been chanced upon in a Madrid library, very little could have
been said about the Jews of Byzantine Italy. The respect which the
Gaon Ha1 ben Sherira (939—1038) accorded to Greek rabblmcal

! See I. A. Agus in The lVorld Hx.rtm_-y af the ]ewx:b People Tel Aviv (1966),
p: 191 |

t See G. SCHOLEM Z\Ja]or Trends . in ]ewub Mj:t:m‘m New York. (196:),
pp 82—84, 101-102. -

"3 See 'J. SCHIRMANN A Antbology of Hebrw Verse in Ita!], Betlin (1934),
pp. 2-11 (in Hebrew); The Service of the Synagogue, Day of ‘Atonement, Part 2,
London (1955), pp. 262—265 (The ‘Routledge Mahzor *}; cf. SCHXRMAN‘N m thc
World History of the Jewish Peaple, pp. 251-252. v A

* See BARON, op. ¢it., (p. 5, 0. 6), vi, pp. I89—!95, 417—420

[165]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

courts,! and the influence which the Legah Tov of Tuviah ben Eliezet
of Castoria exercised on rabbinical exegesis in western Europe,’
point to a tradition of study which, as in Italy, in addition to its
intrinsic value, provides a geographical and historical link between
the world of the Talmud and that of the French codifiers or German
mystics. Of this tradition, Donnolo’s Hakbmoni is a foremost example,
particularly its first section, which proposes an original approach to
the problem of man in God’s image, and of which I shall say some-
thing later. But his reputation outside the empire is in another field,
The Sefer Mergaboth is the first European medical text in Hebrew,
and Donnolo became so well known as a doctor that for centuries
he was associated with the founding of the school of Salerno, the
first European centre for the study of medicine.?

Is Donnolo’s reputation symptomatic? Did the comparative
security and social integration of Byzantine Jews produce another
result that might be expected — a degree of assimilation to the extent
of acquiring something of the dominant culture? The Jews of
Greece and Asia Minor used Greek considerably, as they had done
long before. Not only did they speak and understand it but, from the
time of Justinian onwards, there are many examples of translitera-
tions into Hebrew which are quite distinct from the host of Greek
loan words in the Talmud. There exists a tenth century Hebrew-
Greek glossary of mishnaic terms,* while Byzantine Karaites were
familiar with Greek philosophical concepts, apparently from the
original sources and not from their Arabic translations.® Similar,
but more impressive evidence is to be found in Donnolo’s writings.

First of all, he himself declares that the Sefer Merqaboth is intended
“to teach Jewish doctors and to explain to them how to prepare
ointments according to the wisdom of Israel and of Macedon”.®

1 Teshuvoth ha-Geonim, ed, A, HARKAvY, Zikkaron la-rishonim we-gam la’-abaronim,
iv, 1, Betlin (1887), no. 225 (pp. 105-106).

2 See 7. Anxori, Karaites in Byzantium, Jerusalem and New York (1959),

. 261-280. .

3 See H. FrizDENWALD, The Jews in Medicine, i, Baltimore (1944), Pp. 148152,
223-224; P. KRISTELLER, «“The School of Saletno: its Development and its
Contribution to the History of Learning”, Bullesin of the History of Medicine 17
(1945), pp- 138-194; G. SARTON, Introduction to the History of Science, i, Washington
(1927), pp. 651, 682-683.

4 See J. Starr, “A Fragment of a Greek Mishnaic Glossary”, Proceedings of
the American Academy for Jewish Research 6 (1934-3 ), pp. 353—367.

$ ANKORI, op. ¢it. (. 2, sa4pra), pp. 193-197-

6 MUNTNER, op. cit. (p. 1, 0. 2), i, p. 8.
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There is no doubt that by “Macedon” Byzantium is meant, not only
because of the obvious reference to the ruling dynasty, but also
because a parallel usage occurs in near-contemporary sources —in
"Ahima‘as and in the Khazar correspondence.! The question is, why
“Arab wisdom” is pot mentioned? This was the period of a great
expansion of medicine under the ‘Abbasids, initially begun by
translations from the Greek, but culminating in such figures as
al-Razi with 113 major works to his credit, including a/-Hawi, a
veritable encyclopaedia of medical knowledge.? In particular, in a
book of herbal prescriptions one might expect to find use of the
sufficiently famous al-Mas‘udi who, though primarily an historian,
wrote copiously on botany.® The omission is especially odd when it
is recalled that contacts between the empire and the lands of Islam
were close and not unfriendly, in times of war as in times of peace.
So odd is it indeed, that Joshua Starr, in his collection of Byzantine
Jewish sources, followed Steinschneider by proposing to emend
bokbmath yisra’el to hokbmath ’ishma‘el.! .
However that may be, the contents of the Sefer Mergahoth justify
the omission of a reference to “Arab wisdom”. Of the hundred and
eighteen prescriptions that it contains, only three have names of
drugs or symptoms possibly derived from Arabic. The rest are
derived from Greek, from Latin, and from the contemporary Italian
vernacular.® Thus, hokbmath yisra’el is no less conspicuously absent.
There is a striking contrast here to a similar work by the doctor
’Asaf ha-rofeh, according to Muntner a native of Byzantine Palestine,
whose descriptions and treatments Donnolo, occasionally reproduces,
but who has two hundred Hebrew or Aramaic words for drugs, many
of them from the Bible and the Talmud, as against forty-one Greek
and forty-four Persian.® The Sefer Mergaboth is closer to Dioscorides,
the Greek doctor in Nero’s army, whose work on botany remained
an authority for centuries in the west, and to his popular Byzantine
successor Oribasius, a copy of whose work was presented to ‘Abd

' NEUBAUER (op. ¢if., P. 2, n. 5), p. 125; S. ScHECHTER, “An Unknown
Khazar Document”, JOR, New Series, 3 (1912-1913), p. 204, line 16 (trans.
P- 214); p. 208, line 51 (trans. p. 216); p. 210, line 81 (trans. p. 218).

* See E. G. BROWNE, Arabian Medicine, Cambridge (1921), Pp. 44-53-

3 See R. A. Nicuoison, A Literary History of the Arabs, London (1936),
PP. 353-354- .

* STARR, Byzantine Jewry, p. 165.

? MUNTNER, (0p. ¢fl., p. 1, o zi ii, pp. 28-29,

¢ See I. Low, Di¢ Flora der Juden, iv, Vienna (1934), pp. 169-176.

[167]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

ar-Rahman III of Cordova in 945.' Another medical text ascribed
to Donnolo is the so-called Practica which follows the Sefer Mergahoth
in the manuscript and is written by the same copyist. It is a systematic
list of the parts of the body, beginning with the head, and of their
possible diseases. The Practica is a clear example of Greek influence.
All the terms used derive from Greek, but a very few only are
similar to such terms in the Talmud. The majority are direct trans-
literations or adaptations by the author.? In this field, then, a strong
link to the dominant culture is highly probable.

The same is true of Donnolo’s astrological writings, although
here the situation is more complicated. His names for the planets
and for the signs of the zodiac are invariably the traditional Hebrew
ones, as are the terms which he uses for their movements in the
heavens. So far as the content of his work is concerned, he tells
‘us that, in order to write the Hakbmoni, he studied both the Greek
and the “Macedonian” science of the stars, that is both the hellenistic
or classical and the Byzantine sources. But he also took pains to
familiarise himself with Arabic sources, especially hiring (at great
expense, he says) an Iraqgi teacher for that purpose.’ What effect did
these sources have on the result? It is hard to answer. The only
concrete evidence is in the Sefer Maggaloth, not in the Hakbmoni,
where he proposes Greek and Arabic equivalents to the Hebrew for
Orion, Arcturus and the Pleiades, and for which he offers an etymo-
logical explanation.* Generally speaking, it is not possible to deter-
mine whether his astrological exposition owes more to Byzantine
or to Arab systems, because usually the references to a particular
subject in both either derive from the same Ptolemaic original, or
all vary so much one from another that no conclusion can be drawn.
For example, in regard to planetary melothesia (i.c. the attribution to
each planet of rule over a particular organ) all systems agree that
the sun rules the right eye, the moon the left. Regarding the other
organs, not only does Donnolo differ from the Byzantines and the
Arabs, but also Byzantine texts usually differ both one from another
and from the authoritative exposition of Arab astrological doctrine
by the early eleventh-century scholar al-Biruni.

! See A. A. VasiLiev, Byzantium and the Arabs, i, St Petersburgh (1902),
pp. 270-278 (in Russian).

? MUNTNER, 6p. ¢it., (p. I, 1. 2), i, pp. 109-144.

3 CasteLni (see p. 1, n. 3), Hebrew text, p. 5.

4 Sefer Magzaloth, ed. LuzzaTTo, pp. 64-05.
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On one subject, perhaps, there is room to suppose a specifically
Byzantine influence. This is the nature and function of the “Teli™,
In biblical Hebrew te/; means guiver, and the origin of its astronomical
application is controversial; but it is reasonably certain that in
Jewish tradition the #¢// was an invisible celestial entity of great
power which, for human understanding, was best describable as a
dragon. However, it could be one of two distinct kinds of dragon.
It could be the equivalent of the zamnin, or leviathan which, accord-
ing to the Pireqey de-Rabbi Eliezer and similar sources, God created
on the fifth day and hung the world on its fins;' the leviathan, which
was the nabash bariah of Isaiah and Job! where the epithet bariah
could be taken to mean that the #nabash, the serpent, was a kind of
central bar or girder for the earth.” Thus this z/, or dragon, was
the equivalent of the axis mundi of the Ptolemaic universe, the
imaginary line joining the celestial poles and running ‘through the
centre of the earth, round which all the heavenly bodies revolved.
But the ze/i could also be the dragon whose head or tail temporarily
obliterated the sun or the moon. Thus, for example, we are told in the
ninth-century compilation Seder Tanna’im we-’ Amora’im that on a
certain day ‘‘the ze/i swallowed the moon which straightway dis-
appeared from sight”.* The s/ in this sense was the equivalent of
the lunar dragon, the imaginary line joining the lunar nodes, the
two points where the lunar orbit crosses the ecliptic. This line was
called a dragon in Ptolemaic usage, because when new moon or full
moon occurs at or near the nodes there is respectively a solar or
lunar eclipse; and the ancient belief had been that eclipses were
caused by a dragon. The ascending node, where the moon passes
from south to north of the ecliptic, was the head of the dragon, the
Byzantines’ dvafifdlwy, the Arabs’ ,.j,1 ., (ras aljangabr), the
Hebrew rosh ha-Teli; the descending node, where the moon passes
from north to south, was its tail — karepiBdlwr, dhanab al-jaugabr,
e T 33, wemav ha-Teli. Both the Byzantines and the Arabs also
gave the lunar dragon a purely astrological function. Because the
nodes themselves were observed to move through the ecliptic, the

' Piregey de-R. Eliezer, § 9, trans. G. FRIEDLANDER, London (1916), pp. 63-64;
Baraita de-ma‘aseh Bereshith, ed. ]. D. Ei1seNsTEIN, 'Ogar Midrashim, pp. 253, 254.

* Job xxv1: 13; Lsaiah xxvii: 1.

* See A. ErsTEIN, “Recherches sur le Séfer Yecira”, REJ 28 (1894), pp- 63-64.

* Seder rtanna’im we-amora’im, ed. S. D. Luzzarro, Kerem Hemed 4 (1839),
p. 187.
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head and tail of the dragon acquired the status of planets, with the
power of affecting mens’ fortunes.'

In the Baraita de-Shemuel ha-Qatan the teli is sometimes the axis
munds, a “weaver’s beam” as it is called there, round which the
heavenly bodies revolve, sometimes the dragon which causes the
eclipses and whose head and tail (just as with the Byzantines and the
Arabs) bring good or evil.? But although in the Hakbmoni Donnolo
describes the #e/i in both these capacities, it is precisely.in the Sefer
Magzaloth, his commentary on the Baraita, that he unmistakeably
sees it as the axis mundi only.* Now, so far as I know, the Arabs
never thought of the axis mundi as a dragon, but there are Byzantine
astrological texts which do so. Moreover, their description of it has
some similarities with that in the Sefer Maggaloth. Firstly, in that
guise, in contrast to an imaginary line round which the heaveniy
bodies revolve, this dragon is for the Byzantines (as for Donnolo)
an active force which itself revolves them. Secondly (and the possible
explanations do not concern us here) the Byzantine dragon, when an
axis mundi, is said to lie in the firmament from east to west just as
does Donnollo’s ze/i, not only in the Sefer Magzaloth but also in a
passage of the Hakhmoni where the context again refers unmistake-
ably to the axis maundi.* Finally, Donnolo, in the Sefer Magzaloth,
gives this dragon a head and tail — not to suggest the lunar nodes,
but to stress a physical identity with the primordial serpent of the
Isaiah and Job. The head and tail have hidden powers, he says, the
knowledge of which “has been lost to Israel because of the Exile”.
Somewhat similarly, in the Byzantine texts this dragon is said to be
a kind of divine emanation in the physical form of a serpent produced
in the days of the creation, to set and keep the stars in their courses.
One text speaks of it as, under God, all-seeing and all efficacious.®
The gnostic character of these ideas need not exclude them from the
generality of Byzantine astrology. Indeed, they were quite common
there, constituting a tendency which was not strange to the neo-
platonist elements in Byzantine culture.

! See e.g. al-Biruni, Kitab al-tafhim li-awa’il sina‘at al-ianjim, 383384, ed. and
trans. R. R, WriGur, The Book of Instruction in the Elements of the Ari of Asirology,
pp. 233-234; De Capite ac cauda draconis, ed. A. DELaTTE, Catalogus Codicum
Astrologorum Graecorum, X, p. 7.

> EISENSTEIN, 0p. cit. (see p. 10, 0. 1), P. 542.

3 LuzzaTro (op. ¢it., p. 1, 0. 4), p- 62. _ .

* CastELL {(9p. cii., p. 1, n. 3), Hebrew text, pp. 79 f.; cf. e.g. C.C.A.G. (supra,
h.1), v, part 2, p. 134.

% Origen, Conira Haereses IV, 47 (PGL 16, part 3, cols. 311:1B-C; 31150).
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Whatever value be placed on this similarity between Donnolo
and the Byzantines in the ideas of a celestial dragon, there is another
consideration which makes Byzantine influence on him likely. The
Sefer Mazzaloth and the astrological sections of the Hakbmoni are in
themselves evidence of cultural assimilation. Astrologers distin-
guished between what they called “natural” astrology — descriptions
of the heavenly bodies in their orbits, i.e. astronomy: and “judicial”
astrology — the application of these descriptions to the judging of
the effect of a particular state of the heavens on human affairs. But
the chief purpose of the first was to make possible the practice of the
second. That is why astronomy and astrology could be virtually
interchangeable terms. This was not so for the Jews, for whom
the distinction was quite clear. The study of natural astrology was
not only permissible but mandatory, since it was requited for the
fixing of the liturgical calendar. But judicial astrology, astrology in
the usual sense, was another matter. Belief in it cast doubt on God’s
providence as on man’s free will, and it remained a subject of
controversy for many centuries. The talmudic dictum! ’eyn magzal
le-yisra’el - “‘Israel has no’ [protective] constellation” — was con-
tradicted in the very passage where it appears by examples of pious
rabbis who had firmly believed in the fortunes of the stars, and was
never either wholely accepted or wholely rejected. Probably the
consensus of opinion was that, while the stars did affect the Jews
just as they did other people yet, in the words of the Ashkenazi
New Year liturgy, “prayer, penitence and good deeds could avert
the evil decree”. Astrological predictions were valid but, for the
Jews, needed to be not more than a divine warning,! and this was
Donnolo’s own opinion.? Maimonides was in very much of a
minority when he dismissed the whole business of astrology as so
much foolishness.® Yet, despite this consensus, and despite the
astrological beliefs of such figures as Abraham bar Hiyya, ibn
Daud, or [Abraham ben Ezra, astrology never became, so to
speak, a “Jewish” science. There certainly were Jewish astrologers,
or astrologers of Jewish origin, at the courts of the caliphs of
Baghdad, because astrology was as much a part of ‘Abbasid civilisa-

! See e.g. T.B. Shabbath, 1563-b; cf. A. Marx, Correspondence between the Rabbis
of Southern France and Maimonides abowt Astrology, New York (1926), p. 17 and
note 20. ' _ :

* CasTELLI (see p. 1, n. 3), Hebrew text, pp. 33-34.

3 MARX, PP. 45—48.
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tion as was medicine. Indeed, a doctor then (and for centuries after)
had to know something about meflothesia: the time that a drug was
taken, in relation to the position of the planet ruling the organ for
which it was meant, was as important as its ingredients. But, apart
from the works of Masha’allah in the eighth century and the texts
discussed here, serious Jewish astrology is virtually non-existent
during the early middle ages. Even though the astrological sections
of the Hakhmoni are themselves partly a commentary on the planetary
and zodiacal melothesia in the Sefer Yesirah, that work itself, however
else it may be classified, can scarcely be described as a work of
astrology.

In one respect, the position of astrology in Byzantium was similar.
Many of the church fathers had attacked it for much the same
reasons as had many of the rabbis. Astrology might have been valid
for pagans, but for Christians it was invalid. From the ¢nd of the
sixth century to the end of the eighth its practice was officially
forbidden.! Similarly, there were always those who “disagreed:
Although the stars did not rule a Christian’s destiny, their-message
might point to his moral state and to his relation with the divinity.?
On the other hand, despite the polemics and the prohibition,
astrological studies in Byzantium never died. They remained’part
and parcel of the Byzantine heritage. Just as there were always
Byzantine scholars who copied and annotated the literary or historical
texts of classical or hellenistic Greece, so there ‘wete those who,
from Rhetorius in the fifth century to Symeon Seth in the eleventh,
paraphrased the astrological poems of Manilius or wrote variations
on Ptolemy’s Tetrabiblos and the Anthologia of the astrologer Vettius
Valens. The quantity of Byzantine astrological manuscripts is very
large. Their editing and publication began towards the end of the
last century and is far from completion. At present they run to some
twelve volumes,® It is this never ceasing activity which is the non-
Jewish context of Donnolo’s astrological writings, and it is difficult
to see them but in that context — as the work of a Byzantine Jew who
had assimilated something of this element in Byzantmc c1v1hsat10n
as he had assimilated others. : =

! See F. Cumonr, ‘‘Astrologues romains et byzantms Meélanges d’arcbmlagxe
et dbm'otre 37 (1918-1919), Pp. 53—54.

? See A. Boucut-LECLERQ, L’asérologie grec, Paris (1899), PpP- 614—622

3 Thls is the collection, edited by BeLr, Cumont, DELATTE and others, entitled
Catalogus codicum assrologorum Graecorum (see supra, p. 11, note 1), and pubhshcd at
Brussels between 1898 and 1953.
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The same kind of assimilation can be inferred from Donnolo’s
cosmology. An important element in it is the idea of man as a
microcosm. Of course, this idea was not peculiar to Donnolo but
was a common one in classical and Christian as in Jewish thought.
It was expressed in two ways. It could appear as the assertion of a

parallel between a particular and a general active principle operating
in the universe. Thus, with the stoics, where that principle was
reason, man’s rationality was said to be the reflection, on a small
scale, of an universal rationality.! For the neoplatonists, the individual
soul reflected the world soul.? For the church fathers, the harmony
supposedly brought by Jesus to mankind reflected the wider harmony
brought by him to the universe.’ In Jewish thought, this kind of
microcosmic analogy appears, for example, in Sa‘adiah’s idea of the
operation of human intelligence in man as the reflection in miniature
of the operation of God’s intelligence in the whole ‘world.* The
second type of microcosmic analogy was by means of specific
comparisons, usually to illustrate the general principle, between
functions or parts of the human body and macrocosmic processes or
phenomena. Thus, an eatly Greek text compared the blood flowing
in the veins to water flowing in the rivers.” In the fifth century
Ambrose of Milan compared the hair of the head to the leaves of a
tree.® This second kind of analogy, however, is hardly to be found,
in its true form, in Jewish thought before ibn-Saddiq’s Sefer ha-*Olam
ha-Qatan, some two hundred years after Donnolo. There are earlier
examples of physical comparison in the >Avozh de-R. Nathan and in
a midrash published by Jellinek, the *Iggerezh ha-*Olam ha-Qatan: but
the form there is quite different. Comparisons are generally either
allegorical — man’s tongue is like the sea, since we stand in awe of
both, or (perhaps intentionally) ironical — the stomach is like the
desert because both are empty; or not to the macrocosm at all — doors
in man, doors in the world, man’s doors being his teeth.’

! See e.g. Ciceto, De natura deorum 11.14.37, ed. F. W. MULLER, Leipzig (1883),
p"59$.ee e.g. Plotinus, Enneades 11.3.7, ed. R. VoLxam, Leipzig (1883), pp. 139-140: k

3 See e.g. Clement of Alexandria, Cobortatio ad gentes 1 (PGL. 8, co’i 60A).

1 Tafsir kitab al-mabadi‘, ed. and trans. M. LaMBERT, Commentaire sur le Séfer
Yegira ou Livre de la Création par le Gaon Saadya, Gaon de Fayoum, Paris (1891),
text, p. 91; trans. pp. 67-69.

3 Quoted by T. Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, i, London (1901), PP- 294-295.

¢ Hexameron V1.9, 55-56 (PL 14, cols. 265B-266A).

7 See ’Iggereth “Olam Qatan, ed. A. JELLINEK, Bef Ha-Midrasch, v, Leipzig

(1873), pp- 58, 59; ‘Avoth de-R. Nathan, ed. S. SCHECHTER, Vienna (1887),
Version A, Chapter 31, p..92.
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Donnolo, before approaching the mysteries of creation in the
Sefer Yesirah, uses the idea of the microcosm in his attempt at under-
standing the mystery of man created in God’s image. For this he
needed both ways of expressing the microcosmic analogy. He uses
the idea of parallel active principles operating in man and the
universe much as does Sa‘adiah, by supposing that man’s mental
powers are a miniature reflection of divine power — man’s real, but
limited, knowledge, for example, is a reflection of God’s omniscience.
And from this he draws his conclusion that the creation of man in
God’s image and in His likeness does not mean the creation of a
replica, but of a creature capable of real, though limited, com-
parisons to his creator.! He requires the second way of expressing
the microcosmic analogy in order to show how man’s body is,
again, not a replica, but similarly comparable to the rest of God’s
creation, the material universe. To show this, Donnola compares
bodily organs and functions to macrocosmic processes and pheno-
mena. His comparisons are wholly physical and very vivid. Here
are two examples:

“Just as God made beneath the earth the deeps, mire and mud,
so he made in man the upper bowel and the intestines which
receive food and drink. Now, just as the waters from the mire
and mud swarm with insects and reptiles, so do man’s intestines
swarm with the foul sediment of his food and drink. They swarm
and teem with worms — long worms, short worms, worms great
and small, thick and thin, worms in large pellets, worms like
white hairs.”

“Just as on earth the forest teems with animals and with
creeping things, so does the hair of the head, or the beard and the
flesh of the body teem with lice great and small, and with their

eggs.”?

It may be that Donnolo added these details — not strictly necessary
for his analogy - because he was a doctor. Indeed, these particulars,
and many others like them, tempt the supposition that Donnolo
took the opportunity to teach a little anatomy or pathology. In any
event, such details remove his comparisons very far from those of
the *Awvoth de-R. Nathan or of the two midrashim, and place them
much closer to those used in classical and post-classical microcosmic
analogy.

Some of Donnolo’s physical comparisons may also be more

! CaSTELLI (ap. ¢it., P. I, 1. 3), Hebrew text, p. 16.
* Op. cit,, p. 21; p. 23.
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particularly in the Byzantine tradition. The idea of the microcosm
had an obvious association with astrology. If man was the universe
in miniature, then events concerning the former were likely to be
influenced by events in the latter. The converse association was then
equally valid: belief in astrology suggested analogies between
bodily organs and heavenly bodies in the form of acceptable physical
comparisons, comparisons which, in their turn, were used to sustain
more specifically the claims of astrologers. This kind of com-
parisons occurs in Jewish sources also, but once again by way of
metaphor or allegory. Thus, in the Pesigta Rabbarhz, man is compared
to the constellation Cancer because, like a crab, he scrabbles his
possessions together out of holes and cracks, or to Libra because
man’s deeds will be weighed in the balance.! In the Sefer Yesirah
there are such comparisons, and there they are quite arbitrary, with
no explanation.? But Donnolo’s comparisons, granted this mode of
thought, are once again physically reasonable. For example, in his
explanation of men made in God’s image, he compares man’s spine
to the e/, while man’s limbs are like the constellations attached to
it and moved by it.* Now lists of such comparisons —as distinct
from melothesic lists — cannot be common in Arab astrology. A
few occur in a long microcosmic analogy which is part of a-tractate
ascribed to the Ikhwan-as-§afah — the Brothers of Purity, or Sincerity -
a tenth-century mystical and political sect.* But al-Biruni knows
nothing of such comparisons. On the other hand, Byzantine astro-
logical texts often express this relation between the stars and man
together with the purely melothesic one. Again, which organ is
compared to which star is not important in this context. However,
in a striking example by Olympiadorus of Alexandria, dating from the
fifth century but frequently recopied, there are specific comparisons
that are identical with those of Donnolo.?

It is therefore reasonable to conclude that important elements in

! Pesigta Rabbathi, ed. M. FRIEDMANN, Vienna (1880), f. gs5b; trans. W. G.
BRAUDE, New York (1968), i, p. 401.

* Sefer Yesirah, ch. 4, ed. J. D. EseNsTEIN, Osar Midrashim, New York (1915),
pPP. 241-242.

3 CASTELLI (see p. 1, . 3), Hebrew text, p. 23.

! For recent accounts of the Ikbwan as-safa, see S. H. Nasr, An Introduction
to Islamic Cosmological Doctrines, Cambridge, Mass. (1964), pp. 25-104, and S. M.
STERN’S article in Islamic Studies (Karachi) iii, 4 (1964), pp. 405-428.

* Olympiadori philosophi Alexandrini de arte sacra, ed. B, BERTHELOT and C. E.
RUELLE, Coliection des anciens alchemistes grecs, i, Paris (1888), text, pp. 100-101;
cf. CASTELLI (0p. cit., p. 1, n. 3), Hebrew text, p. 59.
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the medical, astrological and cosmological works of Donnolo were
in one respect or another products of the Byzantine civilisation of
which he, as a Byzantine Jew, was himself a product. But this
conclusion, taken by itself, is likely to be misleading for two reasons.
Firstly, Donnolo was. exceptional. There is no record of any other
Byzantine Jew attaining his level of non-Jewish learning. Secondly,
if the non-Jewish elements in his work presuppose, as I think they
must, a milieu of cultural assimilation to have made them possible,
this presupposition should not, as it might, suggest a lop-sided view
of the Byzantine- Jewish situation. If the degree of integration which
caused such cultural assimilation was far greater than that likely to
obtain in the social isolation of western communities, it was still
very limited. The negative aspects of Byzantine legislation, and the
inveterate hostility of the ruling institution, were far too obtrusive.
We never hear, for example, of Byzantine Jews holding office in the
imperial administration as they did in that of the ‘Abbasid and
Fatimid caliphs, although their employment was prohibited by
Muslim law exactly as it was by Byzantine. In the sources directly
or indirectly bearing on Byzantine Jews between Justinian and the
Fourth Crusade there is only one explicit instance of a Jewish convert
to Christianity.! In our present context, the difference between
Byzantine Jewry and Jews under Islam may well be illustrated by
the fact that, however derived, Donnolo’s works were written in
Hebrew, whereas Sa‘adiah’s two great works, »7z. his commentary
on the Sefer Yesirah, and his Beliefs and Opinions, were both written
in Arabic.

Perhaps the story of Donnolo and the monk Nilus of Rossano
in Calabria is typical of the Byzantine Jewish situation. Nilus, like
Donnolo, practised medicine. Although he claimed to cure more by
miracles than by drugs, he admired Donnolo’s learning and treated
him as a colleague, admitting him to the bedside of his most im-
portant patient, the local military governor. Indeed, Nilus mentions
that Donnolo had been his familiar friend from youth. But there
was a reverse side to this picture. When Nilus himself fell ill, he
refused to accept Donnolo’s prescriptions because their success
would dangerously enhance the reputation of Jewish doctors.? And

! See SHARF (ap. cit., p. 5, 0. 2), p. 183,

* Vita S. Niliy PGL 120, cols. 92D-93A, 100A; see STARR, Byzantine Jewry,
Soutce No. 107; of. G. SCHLUMBERGER, L’Epopée byzantine & la fin du dixiéme
siécle, i, Paris (1896), pp. 478—479.
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it was the same Nilus who exerted a protracted (and eventually
effective) pressure on the authorities not to execure justice when a
Jewish merchant was robbed and murdered.! It may be objected
that this story is no more than a Byzantine version of the anti-
semite’s “my best friend is a Jew”. It is that as well. But its real
significance is that the ambivalent relationship between Donnolo and
Nilus can stand for the relationship not only between Jewish and
non-Jewish doctors, but also for that between the Jewish and non-
Jewish members of a city guild or of a city militia, between the
Jewish and non-Jewish members of a city party, or the participants
in a commercial enterprise. It can stand for the whole Byzantine-Jewish
ambiguity.

! PGL 120, col. 72A-D; on the life and character of Nilus, see SCHLUMBERGER,
op. cit., pp. 463—4386. .

[177]



“TLI” AND “JAWZAHR” IN THE MACROCOSM
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Shabbetai Donnolo (913 — post 982) of Oria may be primarily
familiar to Byzantinists as the Jewish doctor whose learning impressed
the Calabrian monk Nilus.} The best known example of this learning,
and that which has earned Donnolo a place in the history of science, is
his Sefer ha-Mirkahot (“The Book of Mixtures), sometimes called Sefer ha-
Yakar (“The Precious Book”). This is a herbal with 118 items. It is the
earliest medical text extant from medieval Italy and the earliest in the
Hebrew langnage in Europe.? The names of the drugs in it, and of the
diseases they were supposed to remedy, are both of medical and of phi-
losophical interest, and they have been thoroughly discussed.® One con-
clision has been that these names show little evidence of derivations from
Arabic. Only three appear to be of clearly Arabic origin, the rest derive
from Greek, from Latin, or from the contemporary Italian vernacular.?
This proportion is surprising, not only because a south Italian doctor of
that period might have been expected a priori to show a greater knowledge
of Arabic, but also because Donnolo himself, in another work, the Hak-

hmoni, speaks both of the knowledge he gained from the Greeks and the
‘Macedonians’’, that is the Byzantines, and of his long and detailed stu-
dies of Arabic writings under an ‘Iraki teacher.® However, it is sometimes
forgotten that Donnolo was not only a doctor. Comparatively little atten-
tion has been given to two other works which provide examples of technical
terms from astronomy, astrology and cosmology. One is the Hakhmoni

jtself — the title is derived from the Hebrew for “wise” — written in the

"1 First noticed by G. Schlumberger, L’Epopée byzantine ¢ la fin du diziéme siécle, vol.
1, Paris (1896), p. 479, p. 481; see Nili Junioris vita VII. 50 = J. P. Migne, Patrologiae
cursus complelus, Series graeca-lalina (further cited as MPG — and series lalina as MPL),
vol. 120, cols 92D—93A. :

2 See H. Friedenwald, Use of lhe Hebrew Language in Medical Literature, “Bulletin
of the History of Medicine”, vol. 2, no. 2, April, 1934 = Idem, The Jews in Medicine, vol. 1,
Baltimore (1944) and New York (1967), pp. 148—52; 1712,

3 Z. Muntner, Shabbelai Donnolo, vol. 1, Jerusalem (1949), pp. 7—23; 47—108 (in
Hehrew) ; for other references, cf. S. Baron, Social & Religious History of the Jews, vol. 8,
New York (1958), pp. 395—6 (note 31). ’

4 Muntner, vol. 2, p. 28.

5 Ed. D. Castelli, Il Commento di Sabbetai Donnolo sul libro de la creazione, Florence
(1880), text, p. 4; Castelli’s text re-printed Warsaw (1884)— Jerusalem (1962), p. 123. For
“Macedonian” in the sense of “Byzantine” in Jewish sources, cf. Megillat Ahima‘ats (Sefer
Yuha sin), ed. A. Neubauer, Medieval Jewish Chronicles, Anecdola Ozoniensa, Semitic Series
I, Oxford (1895), pp. 126—~7; Josippon, ed. H. Hominer, Jerusalem (1967), p. 1.
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year 945—68. This is a commentary on the Sefer Yetsirah (“Book of
Creation”), a mystical work probably of the third century, later to
become a source for the Kabbalists.? The other is the Sefer Mazzalot (‘*“Book
of Constellations’’) of uncertain date.® This is a commentary on an astro-
nomical Baraita, or exposition, aseribed to the Talmudist R. Samuel
ha- Ka ‘tan” but which, in its existing form, cannot have been completed
earlier than 776.° An analys1s of Donnolo’s terminology could throw more
light on his knowledge of Arabic and of the Muslim sciences generally,
particularly since his Arabic studies were concentrated in this field and,
as he says, helped him to write the Hakhmoni® Until now, so far as it
is known to me, only one example suggesting knowledge has been cited :
the Greek and Arabic equivalents of the Hebrew for Orion, Arcturus, and
- the Pleiades which he proposes, and of which he offers an etymological
explanation, in the Sefer Mazzalot.

The example chosen here are Donnolo’s comments on the word
Tl, a word which occurs both in the Sefer Yetsirak and in the Baraita.
In Jewish cosmology, the Tl is the dragon. One of two quite distinct
kinds of dragon can be intended. Firstly, the 7TIl¢ can be the celestial
dragon on which, as in other ancient cosmologies, the universe in one sense
or another depends — that is, it can be identified with the axis mundi.
In Jewish tradition this kind of T is the tannin or leviathan which,
according to some post-biblical texts, God created on the fifth day and
hung the whole world on its fins.!2 According to others, it is the nahash
bariah, the swift, or biting, serpent of the prophets with its mystical power.
In these texts, the serpent, nahash, has a special function, for the word
bariah, instead of ‘‘swift’” or ‘“‘biting’’, means, it seems, a kind of bar
or central girder for the earth.!? In rabbinic astronomy, the celestial
axis was occasionally called bariah instead of the more usual kotev (dia-
meter).* Secondly, the T¥ can be the lunar dragon, the dragon whose
head and tail symbolise the lunar nodes, the points where the orbit of
the moon crosses the ecliptic. The head is the ascending, the tail the des-
cending node, that is, the points where the orbit crosses into the northern
skies and the southern skies respectively. With this meaning, the Tl
becomes the equivalent of the Arabic Jawzahr, whose head (ra’s) and tail
(dhanadb) symbolise the nodes, and soare also the equivalent of the caput

8 j.e. as stated by Donnelo “in the year 4706 after the creation of the world”, Castelli,
p. 6 = Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 124.

? See G. Scholem, Encyclopaedia Judaica Jerusalem (1971), vol. 16, cols. 782 —788.

8 Ed. S. D. Luzzato, Kerem Hemed 7 (1843), pp. 61—67; ed. Z. Frankel, “Die Kom-
mentar des R Joseph Kara zu Job’’, Monatsschrifi fuer Ges-chtchte und Wissenschaft des Juden~
tums 6 (1857), pp. 271—3; 7(1858), pp. 260—3; 348—50.

9 Ed. J. D. Exsenstem, 'Olsar Mtdrash:m, New York (1915), vol. 2, pp. 542—7 (in
Hebrew); on the date, see S. Gandz, The Asironomy of Maimonides and its Sources, “Archives
lnternatlonales d’histoire et des sciences”, 3 (1950), p. 838.

10 Cgastelli, p. 5 = Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 124. .

1 See J. Starr, Jews in the Byzantine Empire 641— 1204, Athens (1939), pp. 158—9;
cf. MGWJ 6, p- 271; 7, p. 348.

12 GSee Pirkeh de R. Eliezer, trans. G. Friedlander, London (1916) and New York (1965),
Pp. 63—74; Baraita de Ma‘aseh Bereshit, ed. Eisenstein, vol. 1, p. 253, p. 254.

13 See Joh, XXVI. 13; Isaiah, XXVII.1; ci. A. Epstem, Recherches sur le Séfer Yecira,
“Revue des Etudes Juives”, 28 (1894), pp. 63—4.

14 See W. M. Feldman, Rabbinical Mathematics and Asironomy, London (1931), p. 66.
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and cauda dracomis of classical and medieval astronomy.’ Thus Mai-
monides, in his calculations for the new moon, calls the nodes ‘‘the points
of the Tli", as does the fourteenth century Jewish astronomer Yitshak b.
Yosef Israeli.'®

It is relevant to recall how, in all probability, it was the Junar nodes
that were associated with the dragon. Whenever a conjunction, or oppo-
sition, of the sun withthe moon, that is the situation of the sun, the moon,
and the earth or the sun, the earth and the moon in one straight line, occurs
at or near the nodes, there is respectively a solar or lunar eclipse, since the
ecliptic and the lunar orbit are then in the same, or nearly the same plane.
This phenomenon became associated witha dragon because of the ancient
belief that eclipses were caused by a dragonm, or dragon-like monster,
swallowing the sun or the moon.” However, long after a dragon’s head
and tail came to be the purely traditional names for the lunar nodes,
whose true astronomical function was perfectly well understood, beliefs
in that ancient power of the lunar dragon persisted. In the first Christian
century, for example, communities were to be found with a custom of

_blowing on trumpets to scare that dragon away.'® In the seventh century,
the belief was recorded that eclipses were caused by the dragon, normally
recumbent, getting up between the nodes so as to obscure either the sun
or the moon.' Similar ideas persisted among the Jews. A rabbinic text
of the ninth century told of how on a certain day “the Tl swallowed
the moon which straightway disappeared from sight”’.2® The revolution of
the nodes themselves round the ecliptic (approximately once every 18 1/2
years) with its effect on the periodicity of eclipses was sometimes thought
of as the lunar dragon destroying as it swung round, by its head or by
its tail, the sun or the moon in its path, and leaving a newly created one
behind it.2 : _

The persistence of such ideas suggests that the functions of the lunar
and of the celestial dragons, although distinct, flowed from a common
ides that there existed a cosmological entity of decisive powers which,
to the human understanding, was in the likeness of a dragon.

This idea is expressed in the Sefer Yetsirah. The universe is ruled by
the Tli, the Sphere and the Soul (in some texts, the Heart).2? But the
greatest of the three is the T : ’

“The Sphere is in the year like a king in his province; the
Heart is in the body like a king in war; the T% is in the
World like a king on his throne’.?

15 See 'W. Hartner, ‘‘al—Djawzahar”, Encyclopaedia of Istam, new edition, vol. 2,
Leyden (1265), cols 501—2.

16 Feldman, pp. 120—1.

17 See W. Hartner, The Pseudoplanetary Nodes of the Moon’s Orbit in Hindu and
Islamic Iconographies, ‘‘Ars Islamica”, 5 (1938), p. 131.

18 See A. Bouché— Leclerq, L’Astrologie grec, Paris (1899), p. 123 (note 2).

19 See F. N. Nau, Noiles d’aslronomiec syrienne, «Journal Asiatique”, 10-iéme série,
16(1910), p. 222. ’

20 Seder Tannaim ve Amoraim, ed. S. D. Luzzato, Kerem Hemed 4 (1839), p. 187
{i.n. Hefrew).

21 Feldman, p. 121.°

21 Sefer Yetsireh VI. 1 (= Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 117).

13 Jpid VI 2 (= Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 118).
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An explanation of these definitions could be that the Tii is likened to
the king enthroned in its relation to the celestial sphere whose turning
governs the divisions (“provinces”’) of time, and in its relation to the
heart of man which is like a king in war because it rules over the battle
between good and evil. But, however enigmatic, these definitions do
suggest that somehow the Tl has power over both the physical and the
moral principle of the universe. The Baraita of R. Samuel, despite its
primarily astronomical content, expresses a similar idea but in a way
which leads to an interesting contradiction : It describes an all-powerful
Tli with both celestial and lunar characteristics. In its guise of celestial
dragon, the Tli is the nakash bariah. The Baraifa makes it central to the
whole universe, not only to the earth. It is a ‘‘lever” or ‘‘weaver’s beam”
for the luminaries, the planets and the constellations of the zodiac.*
Tt also turns the celestial sphere and produces the days, the nights and the
seasons of the year. Thus it governs all the heavenly bodies:

“The Tli is the king and the constellations are his garments,
while the Wain is his guide”.?

It may be concluded that, in spite of confusion between dinrnal rotation
and annual orbit, the Tl is here the celestial axis, the line joining the two
celestial poles, a conclusion supported by the idea of the Wain as its guide.
But the Tl partakes of the mystical qualities ascribed to the mahash
bariak, as well as fulfilling its cosmological function of central girder, bar
or beam. The head of the Tl brings good, the tail brings evil into the
world.® It is this power which is associated by the Baraita with the Tli
in its second meaning — in its meaning of a lunar dragon. For it imme-
diately adds that the Tli, by its head or by its tail, brings about the eclipse
of the sun or of the moon :

“Let the luminaries and the T¥% meet one with another, if
they meet so that there is no space between them, whether it is
one of the luminaries that meets the head of the Tl

and one the tail, or whether the two are at the head or the two are
at the tail, the sun or the moon will grow dark, '
for one of the luminaries and one of the planets have

taken their light”.%?

If consideration of ‘“one of the planets” be for the moment omitted,
there is here simply an explanation of eclipses as caused by a conjunction
or an opposition at one of the nodes, an explanation which unequivocally
identifies the Tl with the lunar, and not with the celestial dragon. Thus
the Baraita gives the Tl its physical and moral sovereignty in the universe
by means of two irreconcilable functions. It is not simply because of the
general idea of an all-powerful dragon that the T, so clearly shown tobethe
axis mundi, is at the same time shown to be the cause of eclipses. It is

2 Fisenstein, vol. 2, p. 542, line 23.

25 Jbid., line 19, In the text the constellations are the king’s “sedinim’ — sheets, cloths.
S. Geffen, “Tli’’, A. Z. Rabinoviich Jubilee Volume, Tel-Aviv (1924), p. 127 (in Hebrew)
would emend {o ‘avadim = slaves, or shamashim = servants. But ‘‘garments’” are a reasonable
poetic periphrasis of the meaning of the original, and equally add to the king’s glory.

26 Eisenstein, vol. 2, p. 542, lines 37—8.

27 Ibid., lines 38—45.
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because the T is supposed to rule the moral order in a particular way —
that iz, by means of its head and tail bringing good and evil to the world.
It is this idea which causes the contradiction, since it is with the lunar,
not the celestial dragon, that the idea of a head and a tail in their mean-
ing of the nodes is traditionally associated. But why shonld this moral
power, which in the Sefer Yetsirah is only claimed in general terms, be in
the Baraita particularly associated with the head and the tail of the 17 ?
It is reasonable to look for the answer in some astrological idea of the
nodes, as distinct from their astronomical function, since it is astrology
which ascribes to astronomical phenomena influences for good or evil

Such an idea appears in the Sefer Mazzalot. There, the Tl is pri-
marily the celestial dragon, the axis mundi.?® Donnolo says nothing of
its other meaning with the exception of one passage : in referring to the
head and tail of the 7T1i, the Baraita quotes, without any explanation,
from the Book of Isaiah: “Therefore the Lord will cut off from Israel
head and tail”.®

“This passage is to teach you’’, says Donnolo, ‘‘that, because
of the Exile, the wisdom of the head of the dragon and of

- its tail is lost to Israel, as is that of the constellations
which are in the vault of the firmament and whose motive
power comes from the Wain’’.30

That Israel did not know something about the head and tail of the dragon
to do with the constellations, that is with the zodiae, could conceivably
refer to the fact that the Baraita does not mention the cycle of the lunar
nodes through the ecliptic. But the natural meaning of wisdom in the
context of the zodiac is astrological wisdom. And it is true that, while
astrological beliefs were no less widespread among the Jews than among
other people, serious astrological enquiry was very much discouraged at
least from the time of the Babylonian Talmud to the time of Maimonides.®
Astrology was never a ‘‘Jewish” science, and the amount of astrological
material in Hebrew is comparatively very small.32 On the other hand,
Donnolo himself, although he had his reservations, was something of an
expert. Another passage in the Sefer Yetsirah gave him an opportunity
for a disquisition on the planets in their influence on the days of the week
which earned him the praise of the great French Talmudist ‘‘Rashi”
(R. Solomon Yitshaki, 1040—1105) — and this in spite of the fact that
Donnolo rejects the system in the Sefer, that is “the wisdom of Israel”,
in favour of what seems to have been the system accepted by Greece and
Rome.33 If, then, it is astrological wisdom that Israel has lost, the sense of

23 Luzzato, p. 62, lines 4—6.

28 Eisenstein, vo. 2, p. 542, line 25; Isaiah, IX. 14.

36 YTuzzato, p. 62, lines 9—11.

31 See A. Marx, The Correspondence between the Rabbis of Souihern France and Maimo-
nides about Asirology, New York (1926), pp. 7—8; p. 17 {and note 20).

32 Muntner, vol. 2, pp. 107—108.

33 Sefer Yetsirah IV.5 = Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 101 ; Hakhmoni, Castelli, pp. 59—61;
71 —72=Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 140 ; p. 143 ; Rashi to Erubin 56A ; see S. Gandz, ‘“The Origin
of the Planetary Veek, or the Planetary Week in Hebrew Literature’’, Proceedings of the Ameri-
can Academy for Jewish Research 18 (1948—9), p. 240; p. 244 ; pp. 246—7; S. H. Colson, The
Week : An Essay on (he Origin and Development of the Seven Day Cycle, Cambridge (1926),
PP. 43—5; pp. 123--4.
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his comment in the Sefer less Mazzalot demands that the secret of the dragon
must also be sought there. The way in which its head and tail bring good
and evil ought to be similar to the way in which good and evil are foretold,
or brought about, by the stars and the planets. Thus, when Donnolo adds
to the celestial dragon the idea of a dragon whose power for good and evil
is in its head and tail, he does so in order to hint at the astrological aspect
of that power.

This hint is developed in the Hakhmoni in the context of the same,
but noticeably emphasised, contradiction. Donnolo begins his comments
on the Tl in the Sefer Yetsirah by giving it the characteristics of the
celestial dragon, but a dragon of greater importance to the cosmos than
in the Baratta or in the Sefer Mazzalot. He deseribes in detail how the
luminaries, the planets and the stars are turned by its rotation. He then
adds how the Tli causes variations in the velocities of these bodies, at
times even causing them to halt or to reverse their motion. In other
words, Donnolo tries to make of his Tii an axis mundi capable of causing
on its own all the complex phenomena responsible for the forty epicycles
and excentrics of the ruling Ptolemaic system — not to speak of the
eight extra orbits to be introduced five hundred years later by Copernicus.
Immediately after this description, comes the reference to the Tli's power
for good or evil which, even more definitely than in the Baraila, is in its
capacity of lunar dragon. It not only darkens the sun and the moon but
also passes during a fixed period from constellation to constellation *“in
a reverse direction’’, as Donnolo puts it, ‘‘with its head following its tail”,
obviously meaning the movement of the lunar nodes, which is
opposite to that of the yearly revolution through the ecliptic of the sun,
the moon and the planets. But, in this deseription, the Tl has two further
characteristics : firstly, it influences those ‘‘born in it”’, secondly, during
its passage through the constellations, it has a ‘‘high point” (Govah)
and a “low point” (Shfelut) 3. It seems that Donnolo adds to the Tk
here an unmistakeable astrological meaning. Those “born in it” must
mean those born under that sign of the zodiac through which one of the
lunar nodes is passing. Govah and Shfelut must therefore be the equivalent
here of {ywux and tameivwpea, the astrologer’s ‘‘exaltations” and ‘‘dejec-
tions", that is the points in the zodiacal circle at which the planets exercise
respectively their strongest and their weakest influence. The exaltation
of Venus, for example, is in the 27th degree of Pisces, its dejection is
at the opposite point — in the 27th degree of Virgo. That Donnolo gives
his T, in its lunar capacity, exaltations and dejections is readily expli-
cable. When the movement of the lunar nodes, with their comparatively
short and observable cycle, became known, there was an early tendency
to think of them, in this respect, as planets 3. Long before Donnolo’s
day, the exaltation of the head of the dragon had been allotted to the
3rd degree of Gemini and, thus, of the tail to the 3rd degree of Sagittarius.
Their dejections, of course, occupied the same points in reverse.

The exaltations and dejections of the lunar nodes, although here
mentioned by him with no special emphasis, are important for Donnolo.

3 Hakhmoni, Castelli, pp. 79--80 = Warsaw-— Jerusalem, p. 146.
36 See Hartner, Ars Islamica, pp. 132—-3.
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The idea of the Tli as responsible for the good and evil in the world,
not merely in the general sense implied by the Sefer Yetsirah, not even
more particularly through its head and tail as in the Baraite, but spe-
cifically through the exaltations and dejections of its head and tail,
plays a necessary part in the first, or introductory, section of the Hak-
hmoni. Here, before proceeding to the main commentary, Donnolo dis-
cusses the creation and nature of man by a commentary on the verse in
the Book of Genesis, ‘““Let us make man in our own image and after our own
likeness 3. Just as man’s actions, he explains, ingpired by his soul, are com=
parable, though in a limited and lesser sense, to God’s actions, so does
man’s physical structure reflect in miniature the physical elements of the
universe. This second analogy, therefore, is the common one of the micro-
cosm and the macrocosm. Donnolo’s version is exceptional because of
his insistence, for the sufficient reason that he was a doctor, on a rigorously
physical comnparison. Most theories of the microcosm tended to be ex-
pressed in abstract terms. Thus, for example, the Stoic tradition might
comparen the rational in man and the rational in the universe 37, the
neoplatonist the individual and the world soul 3%, the Christian the
harmony brought by Jesus to the individual and to the world in general 3.
Donnolo himself adds to his explanation of the Tli as the awis maundi
in the Sefer Yetsirah by comparing its rule over the universe to the rule
of the heart overs the body %°. However, in this introductory section, he
carefully compares with a wealth of anatomical detail, various processess
and organs of the body to various phenomena and objects in the macrocosm.
This method is, in effect, the way in which the connection between micro-
cosm and macrocosm is used in astrology in order to show the influence
of the planets and the constellations on the various organs*’®. Here
Donnolo uses it to stress the analogy rather than the influence. The
digestive process, for example, is compared to the interaction of under-
ground springs and streams. The shoulders, the hips and the ankles to
the hills and mountains which were supposed to bind the earth together 4.
Finally, the spinal column, to which is joined the principle bone strue-
ture, is compared to the Tl to which are joined the planets and the constell-
ations. But here again, as in previous examples, this clear implication
that the Tli is the axis mundt is immediately followed by the assertion
of its moral powers in a context where it can only be the lunar dragon.

““At the head of the spinal column is the brain, at its tail, the sinews
of the sexual organs. Now, just as the head of the Tli is beneficent
and its tail the cause of evil, so the head of the splnal column causes
the good and its tail the evil’’ 42,

3¢ Genesis I. 26; for this introductory section see Castelli, pp. 6—30. = Warsaw—
Jerusalem, pp. 124—131.

37 E.g. Cicero, De Natura Deorum II. 37, ed. F. W, Mueller, Leipzig (1878), p. 59.

38 E.g. Plotinus, Enneades I1.3.7., ed. R. Volkman, Leipzig (1883), pp. 139—40.

3% E.g. St Clement of Alexandria, Cohortatio ad genles I = MPG vol. 8, col. 60A.

40 Hakhmoni, Castelli, p. 83 = Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 147.

408 See e.g. F. Saxl, Lectures, vol. 2, Warburg Institute, London University (1957),
illustrations nes. 34a, 35a, 36a, 37c, 38¢c, 41a & b.

4v Hakhmoni, Castelli, p. 21 = Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 128.

42 Hakhmoni, Castelli, pp. 23—4 = Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 129.
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This analogy cannot fit the 7Tl as awis mundi. There is no reason
why the south celestial pole should symbolise evil. On the contrary,
according to Donnolo, as will be seen, it is from the south that good
comes to the world, while evil comes from the north. The analogy much
better fits the lunar dragon if its exaltations and dejections are remem-
bered. The exaltation of the tail is in Sagittarius, and precisely this zo-
diacal sign is associated by astrologers with the sexual impulse or with
the sexual organs. The bow of the archer becomes Cupid’s bow.** Some-
times Sagittarius is depicted as a centaur, explicitly identified as a male
sexual symbol# In some astrological charts it is noted that Sagittarius
dominatur pudenda.® The zodiacal analogy with the exaltation of the
head of the dragon is less definite. Gemini has no significance in this
context. However, the exact position in the segment is very close to
Taurus, which is often associated with richness and happiness.*® Thus,
for Donnolo, an important moral principle — the conflict between man'’s
animal nature and his rational faculty — probably depends in his macro-
eosmic analogy on the exaltations and dejections of the lunar nodes.

Now, astrologers had their reservations and, in practice, tended
to distinguish between the nodes and the planets. Clear references to
the nodes as bringers of good ar bad, in the same way as the real planets
were supposed to be in their relations with the zodiacal signs, are not
common, and the sources on which Donnolo bases his analogy are not
immediately obvious. The outstanding example of a distinction between
nodes and planets in this respect is in the Baraita itself. On the one hand,
the nodes are given their correct exaltations and dejections, while their
likening to planets may also be expressed in the idea noticed earlier that
a luminary is eclipsed when the other luminary ‘‘and one of the planets
has taken its light”’.#” On the other hand, the nodes are omitted from
a list of the planets where their exaltations and dejections are linked to
their traditional astrological influences.#® This omission may be the imme-
diate reason why Donnolo says that the wisdom of the head of the dragon
and of its tail is lost to Israel.

Where amongst the nations did he find what was missing? In late
Roman and in Byzantine astrology before Donnolo, the lunar nodes are
occasionally more definitely associated with the planets than they are
in the Baraita. Thus, Tertullian speaks of the ascending node ‘“or some
malignant stars”.#® The ascending node is included in a horoscope by
Proclus.® It is also included in a xatapy ™, or general state of the heavens,

43 Bouché, p. 319 (note 3).

44 ). Manilii astronomica 1I. 463; ed. J. Wageningen, Leipzig (1915), p. 53; cf.
Saxl, no. 39a. )

45 See the example in C. Singer, From Magic to Science, New York (1928 & 1958), p. 64
(= Saxl, no. 35a).

% F.G.: — Taurus and Libra are the signs of extreme fertility, 800 &8 yovipmrate,
— Ptolemy, Tetrabiblos 1. 17 = Robbins, p. 81;

cf. L. D. Rroughton, The Elements of Asirology, New York (1898), p. 90.

47 Eisenstein, vol. 2, p. 546, lines 41—44; p. 542, line 45.

48 Thid., p. 546, line 47 — p. 547, line 17.

# “Fgrtasse enim anabibazon ei obstabat, aut aliquae maleficae’” (sc. stellae), Terful-
liani adversus Marcionem libri quinque I. 8 (= MPL vol. 2, col. 266B).

50 See Bouché, p. 509, note 1.
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calculated on the occasion of the appointment of a new prefect of Egypt
by the emperor Zeno (where it is shown in dejection). Both nodes appear
in another xarapyy for the revolt of Leontius against the same emperor,
where the ascending node is in Cancer, the descending in Capri-
corn, and in a horoscope for the Muslims cast for the year of the
Hegird, where the ascending node is in Aquarius, the descending in Leo.
But, both in the xatepy«i and in the horoscopes, the nodes make a some.-
what formal appearance even, according to Neugebauer, being incorrectly
positioned. Anyhow, they are alloted no specific astrological meaning —
as are other planets shown in their respective zodiacal houses.?

However, it seems that the exaltations and the dejections of the
lunar dragon were much more seriously taken by Muslim astrologers.
The jawzahr had a more definite part to play than had the Tl or the
caput ac cauda draconis.®® Already in the middle of the seventh century,
the monophysite bishop Severus Sébokht, philosopher, mathematician, and
a transmitter of classical cosmological ideas to the Muslims,>® bore witness
to this development. He found it necessary to write a polemic against
it as current in his part of the world — Ken-neshré on the Upper
Euphrates. First, he struck at the root of the matter : The eclipses were
capable of a perfectly natural explanation. The Iunar dragon was a fable
altogether, which had arisen because the displacement of the nodes had
not been properly understood.’ It was therefore absurd to believe that
the dragon dispensed fortunes and determined horoscopes, for the simple
reason that no dragon existed. It was not the dragon, he went on rather
oddly, but the nodes themselves that did this, that is, if anything did.
It was the ascending node and the descending node which could determine
horoscopes according to where they were in the signs of the zodiac —
exactly as the seven planets could.®® In demythologising the dragon,
Sebdkht actually emphasised the astrologieal power of the astronomical
Phenomena it symbolised. In any event, whatever the ambiguities of
his explanation, the power of the nodes had, by the middle of the ninth
century, become established doctrine. Hartner’s brilliant analysis of
J awzahr iconography leaves little doubt of a full planetary status for the
nodes in some schools of Muslim astrology. One of the best known of all
Muslim astrologers, Abu Ma‘shar (died 886), who had an extraordinary
reputation in the west,5® devoted a whole chapter in a work on planetary
conjunctions to the planetary influence of the ra’s and dhanad of the
Jjawzahr. The picture of a dragon twisted round the nodes in a fifteenth
century edition of this work may well have appeared in an early manu-
seript.’” On one of the pillars of the Tigris bridge of Jazirat ibn ‘Umar,
a late twelfth century relief, drawing upon an established iconographie

51 Ibid., p. 371; pp. 513—4; 514—5; for the possibility that the position of the nodes
in the Muslin horoscope should be reversed, see O. Neugebauer & H.B. van Hoesen, Greek
Horoscopes, Philadelphia (1959), p. 159, note 11; and cf. p. 147, note 10; p. 149.

52 Ibid., p. 122.

5 See G. Sarton, Iniroduction lo the Hislory of Seience vol. 1, Baltimore (1927),
p- 488 p. 493.

5 Nau, p. 221.

% Ibid., p. 224.

¢ P, K. Hitti, Hislory of the Arabs, 9th edition, London& New York (1968), p. 378.

57 Hartner, Ars Islamiea, pp. 133—4.
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tradition, shows the dhanad together with its sign of exaltation, Sagit-
tarius.® A Turkish work on Muslim astrology includes seven pair of
gymbols showing the exaltations and dejections of each planet and an eighth
pair showing the exaltation and dejection of the Jawzahr in a way in
which all eight clearly belong to the same series.® And, according to
Donnolo himself, it was his ‘Irdki teacher who ‘‘told him of things that had
been and were to be, by virtue of his calculation of the Tli, the stars
and the constellations’.%

There are, therefore, @ priori reasons to suppose that Donnolo took
the astrological character of his T from a particular Muslim idea of the
Jawzahr. These reasons can be supported by two further circumstances.
Firstly, it is significant that Jewish scholars living in the Muslim milieu
primarily took the T'li of the Sefer Yetsirah to be the lunar dragon, although
there is nothing to suggest it in the passage quoted. Thus, Sa‘adiah Gaon,
the head of the Talmudic Academy at Stara 928 —930; 936 —942, iden-
tifies the 77 with the Jawzahr and with no other sort of dragon.® So does
the Jewish astronomer Dumnash b. Tamim, a native of Kayrawan, in a
commentary completed about the year 956.%2 Yehudah b. Barzillai of
Barcelona, in a commentary at the beginning of the twelfth century, also
explains it first as the Jawzahr, and only afterwards adds to it charac-
teristics similar to those by which Donnolo makes his T'li the awxis munds.
The Hebrew Spanish poet and philosopher Yehudah ha-Levi (e¢. 1075 —
1141) says in his al-Khazari that the dragon is the Jawzahr ‘“because
hidden things which cannot be perceived by the senses are called
‘dragon’ %4 The dragon mysteries, whether in the Sefer Yetsirah or
elsewhere, were specifically associated with the lunar version of the dragon
perhaps because its astrological powers were known even if not explicitly
stated. Secondly, the nearest to such an explicit statement in Jewish
sources apart from Donnolo known to me, is by Maimonides, again, of
course, a scholar with a Muslim cultural background. It is written in the
Mishnah (the legal codification which is the basis of the Talmud) that
a vessel with a picture of the sun, of the moon or of a dragon must be got
rid of.% Regarding the dragon, the usual explanation is that it is because
it was a common device on the standards of Roman legions.%® But Mai-
monides says it is because ‘‘the dragon is the orbit of the moon which
is the Jawzahr, and which can exercise its influence in one way or in
another way’’. The picture of the dragon is forbidden because it is a

58 Jbid., p. 114 ; cf. bottom right-hand photoegraph, facing p. 122.

5 Ibid., pp. 134—5.

80 Hakhmoni, Castelli, p. 5 = Warsaw/Jerusalem, p. 124,

8t Sa‘adiah Gaon, Tafsir kitabi — 'l — Mabdda, ed. & trans. M. Lambert, Commeniaire
sur le Séfer Yecira ou Livre de la Création par le Gaon Saadya, Paris (1891), text, p. 31;
trans. p. 52.

62 Dunash b, Tamim, Sefer Yelsirah, ed. M. Grossberg, London (1902), p. 69 (in Hebrew) ;
cf., Starr, p. 155. -

83 See A. E. Harkavy, ‘“Tli—Atali”’, Ben Ami, St. Petersburg (1887), p. 30 (in Hebrew).

64 Kitdb al-Khazar{ IV, 25; trans. H. Hirschfield, New York (1927), p. 253 (jawzahr,
not very happily, as ‘‘moon sphere”).

85 Mishnah ‘AvpodahZarah, III. 3.

88 See 1. Epstein, The Babylonian Talmud, Seder Nezikin, *Avodah Zarah 42B, London
(1935), p. 211, note 4.
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tilasm, i.e. a télecpa, In other words a talisman, like that allotted to
each planet such as ‘“‘a black old man to Saturn”. This tilasm, he explains,
is a drawing or sculpture which its beholders endow with lucky or unlucky
powers because of the planet which it represents.t?

Finally, it may be that Donnolo introduces into his concept
of the T'li as Jawzahr another piece of Muslim cosmology. In the
Hakhmoni the Tl iy said to be stretched in the firmament ‘“from
East to West”. This orientation cannot refer to the azis mundi which
joins the two celestial poles. But neither can it be easily reconciled with
the lunar dragon. The line joining the nodes passes through the centre of
the earth, just as does the azis mundi,—though on a different (and variable)
bearing. For Donnolo’s latitudes, as for our own, only the ascending
node can be thought of as “in the firmament” and, in practice, only the
ascending node was normally used in calculation by medieval astro-
nomers.*® However, if it be supposed that. Donnolo, at this point, was not
concerned with making his macrocosmic analogy fit astronomic practice,
there remains a contradiction which he himself introduces. The unpleasant
phenomena of the macrocosm originate according to him, as has been
noted, in the north. The north is the evil quarter, the south is beneficent.
This was a traditional idea in Jewish cosmology, based upon a passage in
the Book of Jeremiah, which was repeated in rabbinic texts close to
Donnolo’s day.® Donnolo uses this idea to continue his analogy. Un-
pleasant phenomena in the universe are comparable to unpleasant phe-
nomena in the human body. He equates north with left and south with
right, direction equivalents for which there was also some traditional
support,” and asserts that it is indeed by organs on the left side of the
body that two malignant huniours are produced, by organs on the right
side two benignant.” The oddity of this theory of pathology, as its irre-
concilability with Galenic medicine, where the excess of any of the four
bumours is the cause of disease, does not matter here. What matters is
its contradiction with what immediately follows. For, when he brings
the Tl:.into the analogy, good and evil must come from the east and west
respectively (it is not wholly clear which) since the “good head’’ and the
‘“evil tail” of the human spine are compared to the “good head” and
the ‘“‘evil tail” of the T7 — which is stretched from east to west in the
firmament.

Why should Donnolo introduce this orientation (and repeat it
in his comment on the 77 in the Sefer Yetsirah) when it contradicts both
astronomy and his own theory of pathology ? 72 It is reasonable to assume

8 R. Moshe b. Maimon, Misknah with Commentary, ed. R. Kapah, Jerusalem (1964),
pp. 350—351 (in Hebrew); for the tilasm of Saturn, see Saxl, no. 43a.

88 See e.g. D.J. Price, The Equatorie of the Planetis, Cambridge (1955), p. 104.

8 Jeremiah I. 14; cf. W. R. Morfill & R. H. Charles, The Book of the Secrets of Enoch,
Oxford (1896), pp. 9—10; Pirkeh de Rabbi Eliezer, trans.’ Friedlander, p. 17.

" Jewish sources for such direction equivalents include the Sefer Yetstrah itself (I. 13=
Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 69); Babylonian Talmud, Tractaie Baba Bathra 25a & b; for a
survey of Greek and Roman sources, see C. A.  Lobeck, Agloaphanus, vol. 2, Berlin (1829),
pp. 915—918.

"t Hakhmoni, Castelli, p. 22 = Warsaw— Jerusalem, p. 128,

™ For this orientation in the microcosmic analogy, see above, note 42; in the Sefer,
Yetsirah, above, note 34.
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that this orientation of the head and tail, since it is part of their influence
for good and evil, ought also to be connected with their respective exal-
tations. If so, there is a possible explanation in an unusual arrangement
of the zodiacal signs by the Muslim cosmologist and geographer al-Birini
(973—1051).7% In his Elements of the Art of Astrology, be gives the zodiacal
signs terrestrial direction equivalents based, apparently, on so-called
“gacred geography’’ — traditional orientations in the religious rites of
various peoples and in the positioning of their temples. According to these
direction equivalents, Sagittarius occupies a segment with the compass
bearings 105 degrees — 135 degrees, giving the exaltation of the tail of
the dragon a bearing of 108 degrees. Gemini occupies a segment with the
compass bearings 255 degrees — 285 degrees, giving the exaltation of
the head a bearing of 258 degrees.” These bearings give a rough East —West
orientation for Donnolo’s Tl or, to put it another way, the orientation
Donnolo gives it very nearly places it, according to al-Birinj, in its posi-
tion of maximum influence for good and evil. Certainly,.in that position,
it does not form a straight line, but Donnolo emphasises in all the passages
that have been quoted the Biblical description of the dragon as crooked
or twisting. Thus it may be that Donnolo was prepared to accept quite
a serious contradiction in order to insist on the astrological powers of his
dragon, on this wisdom lost to Israel, which he had re-discovered in the
Muslim wisdom of the Jawzahr and in Muslim ecosmology.

However, it may still be asked why Donnolo wanted to elaborate
and perpetuate the original contradiction be found in the Sefer Mazzalot,
the contradiction between the celestial and the lunar dragon? Why did
he need the Jawzahr at all to explain the power of the Tii? The answer
could be that the idea of the celestial dragon had developed risky theo-
logical implications. For the dragon was important in gnostic cosmology.
Tt was a monster made by the demiurge before the creation of the planets
and the constellations to oversee the whole world.”™ It was the principle
of motion in the universe, everything in heaven and on earth depended
upon it.”® Its head was at the north pole for, from that vantage point,
it could look both east and west so that nothing that happened could
escape its gaze.”” Perhaps it was to escape such implications that Donnolo
readily accepted the connection made by the Sefer Mazzalot between the
general powers of the T and the particular astrological power of the lunar
dragon, despite the contradictions involved — and emphasised it by
‘using his knowledge of a particular Muslim idea of the Jawzahr, together
with a particular idea in Muslim cosmology. ™

73 See Seyyed Hossein Nasr, An Infroduction to Islamic Cosmological Doctrines, Harvard
(1964), p. 108. The other possible date for Birdnr’s death is 1048; see R. A, Nicholson,
A Literary History of the Arabs, Cambridge (1930 & 1962), p. 361. :

u Kitab al-tafhim li-awd’il sind*at ai-tanjim, ed. & trans, R. R. Wright, The Book
of Instruction in the Elements of the Art of Astrology, London (1934), p. 215; cf. Seyyed, p. 156.

76 Bouché, p. 122,

"8 Qrigenis philosophumena sive omnium haeresium refutatio V, 16 = MPG vol. 16 3
col. 3174 C-D.

77 Ibid., 1V. 47 = col. 3111 B—C; cf. TV, 48 = col. 3115 C.

. 8 For further comments see my forthcoming The Universe of Shabbetai Donnolo,
ch. 3, to be published this summer by Aris & Pillips (Warminster, Engl).
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The highly individual character of the Armenian Church has been
chiefly expressed, if not by its claim to apostolic origin, then by its
own doctrine on the nature of Christ elaborated when, immersed
in its own affairs, it completely ignored that formulated in 451 at
the Council of Chalcedon — a doctrine it eventually denouned, more
than halfa century later, as a mere aberration of the emperor Marcian !.
However, it had by then developed rites and customs no less peculiarly
Armenian. One of those was the celebration of certain occasions by
the offering of animal sacrifices, a custom called matal, the Armenian
for something tender, especially the young of animals?. Sufficiently
out of the ordinary though such a custom may appear in a Christian
context, it has attracted comparatively little attention. Most of the
research done on it was by Conybeare between 1898 and 1905, while
the last comprehensive account seems to have been that by Tixeront
in 19133, It is useful, therefore, to attempt a re-examination of its

*ABBREVIATIONS

AJT American Journal of Theology
CHAMA V. LANGLOIS, Collection des kistoriens arméniens modernes et anciens, vol. |,
Paris (1867)

ERE Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics

Mansi J.D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum Nova et Amplissima Collectio
MPG J.P. MIGNE, Patrologiae cursus completus, series graeca-latina
MPL 1.P. MIGNE, Patrologiae cursus completus, series latina

REArm Revue des études arméniennes

RHR Revue de lhistoire des religions

ROC Revue de ['orient chrétien

' See M. ORMANIAN, The Church of Armenia, London (1912), p. 34-35;'S. DER NER-
SESSIAN, Armenians and the Byzantine Empire, Cambridge (1947). p. 38.

* There are alternative transliterations of {J wamy matal or madagh: they derive
from alternative pronounciations of certain Armenian’ consonants; see e.g. tables in
F.C. ConyBeaRre, The Key of Truth, Oxford (1898), p. 190; J. DE MoRGAN, Histoire
du peuple arménien, Paris (1919), p. 187. Since Byzantine Greek regularly used the system
which rendered {J° wwrary by pordlia (cf. liw[';"[_[ll[nu -kefoiikog) — for the rendering
petdAia seealso F, C. CONYBEARE, “Les sacrifices d’animaux dans les églises chrétiennes”,
RHR 44 (1901), p. 111, — this will be the system used here, cf. R. GODEL, An
Introduction to the Study of Classical Armenian, Wiesbaden (1975), p. 3.

* J. TixeronT, “Le rite du matal”, Bulletin d'ancienne littérature et archéologie
chrétienne 3 (1913), p. 81-94; for references to Conybeare’s many publications, see the
previous and following footnotes.
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nature and history, largely based on the material assembled by Cony-
beare. in whose debt such re-examinations are always likely to remain.

According to Armenian tradition, the custom of matal was first
enjoined upon the faithful with the establishment of Christianity as
the official religion by the first catholicus, or patriarch, Gregory the
Iluminator (302-325), soon after he had coverted Tiridates III (298-
330) the last pagan king of Armenia. How it was that this particular
custom, seemingly a continuation of pagan sacrifices, came to be
adapted for Christian purposes was first explained by the catholicus
Sahak (Isaac I, c. 387-c. 439)*. With the success of the Christian
mission, ‘'sons of the pagan priests” came to Gregory and complained
of the harm that would be caused them by the abolishing of sacrifices,
allotted portions of which had substantially contributed to their fathers’
livelyhood. Gregory replied that, if they were willing to be .baptised,
they might, as priests of the church, continue with the sacrifice of
animals, though henceforth to the one true God — not to the unclean
spirits they had hitherto worshipped. They would then continue to
enjoy their portion of the offering, indeed an ampler portion than
had their fathers — he repeated in detail the limbs and organs promised
by Gregory — in contrast to the bare skin and backbone which,
according to another account, was all that used to be grudgingly
allowed by many pagan congregations®. :

Sahak’s explanation of why animal sacrifices continued under the
new dispensation was not, however, the only one. Later explanations,
presumably derived from traditions other than his, while usually
agreeing that it was indeed Gregory who perpetuated or adapted the
custom. often gave different reasons from those of Sahak’s for
what he did. Thus, according to Uxtanés, bishop of the Armenians
in Sebasteia, north-east Asia Minor, between 972 and 992, Gregory
was ordered by Tiridates, before his conversion, to sacrifice to the
Armeno-Persian godess Anahit. Gregory obeyed, but first he declared

+ These are the traditional date, but cf. Conybeare in note 5 below, and those
proposed by R.H. Hewsen, “The Successors of Tiridates the Great”, RE4rm. 13
(1978-79), p. 118, p. 121, p. 126.

5 See A. MAl, Ecclesize Armeniae canones selecti (Scriptorum veterum nova collectio
e Vaticanis codicibus edita vot. 10), Rome (1838), p. 289-290; F.C. CoNYBEARE, “‘The
Armenian Canons of St. Sahak, Catholicos of Armenia (390-439 A.D.)”, AJT 2 (1898),
p. 847; cf. TIXERONT, p. 82; for the “‘ampler portion” promised by Gregory, see J.
CAPPALLETTI. S. Nersetis Clajensis Armeniorum Catholici Opera, vol. 1, Venice (1833),
p. 40; F.C. CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, Oxford (1905), p. 79.
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the truth of his faith so that his victims became the first offered
in Armenia to the Christian God®.

On the other hand. according to the normally reliable thirteenth
century historian Kirakos Ganjakec’i, it was precisely when Tiridates
accepted Christianity and ordered his subjects to do likewise that
Gregory, in celebration of his victory, and not particularly because
of “‘the sons of the priests”, performed the first Christian animal
sacrifice’. According to another account, such triumphal sacrifices
were ordered throughout Italy when Gregory and the king visited the
emperor Constantine®. But there is a more serious difficulty than that
presented by these discrepancies. It is that, with the solitary excep-
tion of Sahak, contemporary or nearly contemporary sources say
nothing whatever about Gregory and his adaptation of pagan sacrifices.
This ommission is especially puzzling when it occurs in a detailed
fifth century account of Gregory’s struggle to convert Tiridates and
of his eventual success. Here Gregory is certainly said to have cele-
brated the victory of Christianity by a solemn sacrifice — but in
the ordinary Christian sense of the sacrifice of the eucharist®.

However, neither the contradictory account in these later sources,
nor the silence of the earlier one, need necessarily cast doubt on the
tradition which credits Gregory with the establishment of matal in
the circumstances described by Sahak : that it was to meet the wishes
of “the sons of the pagan priests”. For there were two reasons why
Gregory needed their help. The first was that during the course of his
mission he had been largely dependent on foreign clergy. Obviously,
for a well organised church a native clergy was desirable. The sons
of priests were, to begin with, suitable because they were likely to be

¢ Uxtanes Urhayec'i, chs, 75-77; trans. M, BROSSET, Hisiwoire en trois parties (Deux
historiens arméniens, vol. 1), St. Petersburg (1870), p. 260-262: on the identity of this
author see P. PEETERS, “Sainte Sousanik martyre en Arméno-Géorgie” Analecta
Bollandiana 53 (1935) 247-260; cf. W. St. CLAIR TISDALL, The Conversion of Armenia
to the Christian Faith, London (1897), p. 114-133; on the godess Anahit, see N.Q. EMIN,
Studies & Essays in Armenian Mythology, Archeology, Hisiory and Literary History
1858-1894, Moscow (1896), p. 15-20; p. 88 (in Russian).

7 Kirakos GANJAKEC, Hamart Patmut’iwn (Universal History), trans. M. BROSSET,
Histoire d’Arménie (Deux historiens arméniens vol. 1) St. Petersburg (1870), p. 7.

® N.O. EMIN, The Universal History of Vardan the Great, Moscow (1861), p. 51
(tn Russtan),

® AGAT'ANGELOS, Patmut'iwn (History), 114-115; trans. V. LancLois, “Histoire
du régne de Tiridate et de la prédication de S. Grégoire I'llluminateur”, CHAMA
p. 173-176. '
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better educated than the mass of the population. It is known that those
who were willing to be converted were forthwith assembled for training
in Christian doctrine and its exegesis; so useful were their future
services considered that they were paid wages until they took up
office and benefited from its perquisites '°.

The second, and probably the more important reason for Gregory's
interest in the sons of priests was the special status they had in
Armenia. As in many other parts of the pagan near east, they came
from families whose duty and privilege it had been for centuries to
conduct the ruling cult. In Armenia. such families. with their own
lands and retinues, did not differ greatly in rank from the feudal
nobility, while the senior among them often included members of
the ruling dynasty''. The importance of preserving this priestly caste
was well recognised by Tiridates after his conversion, While he deprived
the then officiating priests of all their pivileges and possessions deter-
mined, as he proclaimed, to stamp out every trace of idol worship,
to the sons of these priests he gave his promise that they would be
well looked after under the new dispensation if they accepted its
doctrines and officiated in the worship it enjoined. It was to this
promise that Gregory gave a practical expression !, And it was perfect-
ly natural that he should, for he was himself both a member of such a
priestly family and of royal Perso-Armenian descent'®. Just as in
his youth he had turned to Christianity, so now these sons of priests,
pfovided their rights were not infringed, might be willing to follow
his example, and thus ensure a measure of continuity by transferring
to the new priesthood something of the status of the old in the very
‘moment of its institution.

The importance that Gregory attached to such a continuity in the
establishment of his church was apparent when he ensured that his son
became catholicus in explicit succession to himself, just as would
normally have happened had Gregory been a high priest under the
old dispensation. Similarly, he arranged that the sons of bishops,
just like “‘the sons of the priests”, should succeed their fathers — which

10 AGAT'ANGEROS, 120 (LANGLois, p. 179, cf. p. 181); see TiSDALL, p. 155-6;
S.C. MALAN, The Life and Times of Gregory the Illuminator, London (1868), p. 299-300.

11 See EMIN, Studies & Essays, p. 56.

12 See CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 69-70.

13 See M.L. CHAUMONT, Recherches sur I'histoire d’Arménie, Paris (1969), p. 133-
134; cf. A. SAINT-MARTIN, Histoire d’Arménie par le Patriarche Jean VI, (Paris (1841),
p. 26-27; F. MacLER, “Une ‘légende dorée’ de I'Arménie”, RHR 84 (1921), p. 15;
F. Tournesize “Etude sur la conversion de I'’Arménie”, ROC 12 (1907), p. 156-157.
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they went on doing in the early centuries of Armenian Christianity,
before the higher clergy were compelled to celibacy'¢. Nearly four
hundred years after Gregory. the existance of an hereditary hierarchy
if. indeed, it still did exist, was a target for attack as as institution
which copied the Jewish priestly caste'. It would have been more
accurate to attack it as a survival of pre-Christian Armenia. Here, its
origins support the tradition that it was also Gregory who perpetuated
and adapted another pre-Christian custom — animal sacrifice.

Lastly, this tradition should be placed in the context of quite a
different one put forward, like Sahak’s, in the fifth century; that
matal was established by James the apostle or by the bishop Justus,
supposedly his successor as head of the congregation in Jerusalem 'S,
However, although this alternative tradition was to reoccur in the
sources, it was the story of Gregory and the sons of the pagan priests
which was invariably relied upon whenever the practice of matal had
to be defenced and was recalled, as will be seen later, in the prayer
prefatory to its celebration, although the whole ritual, as finally codified,
was itself ascribed to Justus'’. It is difficult to believe that such
insistence was solely due to Gregory's unique place in the history
of his church, solely due to his authority, when an alternative tradition
existed which gave mata/an impeccably Christian origin. The unshakeable
conviction that Gregory’s need to adapt pagan sacrifices was indeed
the true origin of mataf is itself evidence of Sahak’s reliability.

Sahak also credited Gregory with fixing the occasions on which
matal was to be offered; it could hardly be otherwise — Christian
occasions had to be immediately substituted for pagan ones. An example,
though not one expressly mentioned by Sahak, was the feast of John
the Baptist which was shared with the Armenian saint and martyr
Athenogines'®. Her relics had been presented to Gregory on his

14 AGATANGELOS, 122 (Langlois, p. 171): cf. K. AsLAN, Erudes historiques sur le
peuple arménien, Paris (1909), p. 230 and note 1.

15 Canon 33 of the Quinisext Council (MANSI, vol. 11, cols. 957E-960A); on this
Council, see below, p. 435.

16 See CAPPELLETTL, p. 38, note 2; CONYBEARE, RHR, p. 114; the third after James
according to Eusesius, Historia Ecclesiatica 1ii.35 M PG vol. 20, col. 288A).

17 E.g. in the reign of the catholicus’ Gregory III (1113-1166); see CAPPELLETTI,
p. 25. p. 40 (see below, p. 440); at the Council of Sis (1342) — Manxsi, vol. 25,
col. 1228 B (see below, p. 444).

'8 On this martyrdom, see S. Basilii Magni liber de spiritu sancto, MPG vol. 32,
col. 205A: cf. Tournesize, ROC 12 (1907), p. 281 Sahak ascribed the institution of
the Feast of St. John the Baptist to Gregory but did not mention matal (Conybeare,
AJT 2, p. 841).
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ordination to the Christian priesthood, and her day was that on which
sacrifices had been offered to the god Vahagan, the Mars of the
Armenian pantheon'®. In Sahak’s account, the occasions for matal
were to be at Easter, on certain other festivals perhaps particularly
Pentecost and the Transfiguration, on the days of famous saints
presumably including John the Baptist and Athenogines, and “in
memory of those who had died in Christ”2°. At some later date. not
before the beginning of the sixth century, matal was also enjoined
at the dedication of an altar, according to one source, “even as did
Solomon when he built his temple and fixed up his altar™, according
to another, in memory of animal sacrifices allegedly offered by the
emperor Constantine I, his mother Helena and the pope Silvester I
at the dedication of the Church of the Resurrection in Jerusalem 2!,

Just as it is probable that the institution of matal and the fixing
of most of its occasions was the work of Gregory the Illuminator,
so it might be expected that it was he, too. who laid down how
the sacrificial victims were to be selected and instructed his priests
on the proper ritual of sacrifice to be followed, if only at once to
differentiate matal from the sacrifices of pagan Armenia. It may have
been so, but Gregory’s part here is nowhere explicitly stated. It is
only known that by the sixth century rules for selecting the victim
did exist, and that by the end of the ninth century or the beginning
of the tenth there was a complete ritual for the different kinds of
matal, perhaps codified during the catholicate of Mastoc™ (died 898)22.

For the Easter matal the victim had to be a lamb, on other occasions
cows, bulls, goats or sheep might be offered, as might be in their
stead, if scarce or expensive, doves or pigeons?3. Not only the paschal
lamb, obligatory at Easter, but also the young of any animal, if not
obligatory, was always preferable: tender flesh made the sacrifice
more acceptable (anduneli); this was, indeed, why the word mataf
was used to denote it®*. A diseased or crippled victim might not

19 AGAT'ANGELOS, 114 (LANGLOIS, p. 174 and note 1); see CHAUMONT, p. 154, p. 158
and note 2; Aslan, p. 174-175: ¢f. M. H. ANANIKIAN, ""Armenian Mythology”, Mythology
of all Races, Lobdon (1925), p. 42, p. 365.

20 See CONYBEARE, Key of Truth, p. 134, note 1; Idem, “The Survival of Animal
Sacrifice in the Christian Church™, 4JT 7 (1903), p. 67.

2! CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 76 and note a; cf. TIXERONT, p. 82.

22 CONYBEARE, supra, p. XXX, p. Xxxii; on the dates of the catholicate of Mastoc™ 1,
see also DE MORGAN, p. 409.

23 See TIXERONT, p. 82-83.
24 See CAPPALLETTI, p. 38, note 1; cf. CONYBEARE, RAR, p. I11.
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be offered, but it also had to be free from what might be called moral
blemish. Thus, it could not be offered if it had been unjustly ac-
acquired or by barter for an animal itself not fit: a sheep could not
be offered if it had been acquired in exchange for a dog but could be
if acquired in exchange for an ass since an ass, though itself unfit for
sacrifice, had been sactified by Christ having ridden upon it into
Jerusalem2°.

Victims were to be provided by individual members of the congragation
whether the occasion for mataf was private or public. Thus. the individual
congregant was not only responsible if the offering was for the repose
of his dead, but also on festivals and saints’ days when. if not from
simple motives of piety, the offering might be his gift in fulfilment
of a vow or in support of prayers for divine help in time of trouble 2°.

After the victim had been accepted as a fit offering, there followed,
if it was to be for the whole congregation, the so-called Canon of
Dominical Blessing — the general order of sacrifice for festivals and
saints’ days. The promised animal was brought to the door of the
church in front of a cross set up for the purpose. The head of the
animal was decorated with red ribbons and a red covering was thrown
over it. The cross ‘was then decorated, exactly how and for what
purpose is not certain. It is probable that the custom here varied
at different periods and in different parts of Armenia or in different
Armenian settlements outside it. However, the dominant colour of these
decorations too was usually red. A red cloth might also be held in
front of the cross, perhaps to protect it from the blood about to be
spilled, and the cross itself might be festooned in garlands of red
and white cotton wool 2.

The actual service then began with four psalms followed by five
readings from the scriptures. The first reading was from Leviticus
1.1-13, the passage where the people of Israel are told how to offer
their sacrifices : the rules for the burnt offering. The second was from
I Samuel VI.17-19, where it is told how David sacrificed burnt
offerings and peace offerings before the ark of the covenant. The
third was from Isaiah LV1.6-7, where it is declared that burnt offerings,
and other sacrifices, are also acceptable from Gentiles who do not

25 CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 72, p. 73; <f. TIXERONT, p. 83, notes 2 & 3.

26 See CONYBEARE, RHR, p. 111.

27 CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 54; see TIXERONT, p. 83 and note 6; CONYBEARE,
RHR, p. 112; CaPPELLETTI, p. 50-51 (note 1),
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desecrate the Sabbath and honour the covenant of Abraham. The
fourth reading was from the Epistle to the Hebrews XI111.10-16. where
songs of praise offered in thanks for the sacrifice of Jesus Christ in
spite of the abuse Christians suffered thereby were declared to be the
equivalent of the sacrifices offered by the people of Israel. A fifth
psalm was then said followed by the fifth reading which was from
Luke X1V.12-15, where it is enjoined upon him who gives a banquet
to invite the poor and the afflicted rather than rich neighbours,
friends or kinsmen 8. ,

The Canon of Dominical Blessing was concluded by a prayer. In it,
the officiating priest recalled the divine commandment on the people
of Israel to offer up from “‘their flocks and herds and other pure
animals”’. This commandment prefigured the true salvation since offered,
while even before that it could be fulfilled, said the prophets, by offering
up the bloodless sacrifice of an afflicted and humble spirit. Neverthe-
less he prayed that the present sacrifice be accepted as had been those
offered by the people of Israel, and those anciently offered by his
own people ‘“‘after they had been weaned from the pollution of heathen
immolations and develish idolatry”. He prayed that the petitions of
all the congregants be granted, particularly of those who had provided
the offering, that their material possessions be increased, and that their
sins be forgiven them2°. -

On Easter Day, for the sacrifice of the paschal lamb, there was added
a passage from Psalm LXVI on the burnt offering, followed by a
prayer which recalled the sacrifices of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob
together with those offered by the Armenians “in every season’ and
begged that the present sacrifice be acceptable as one of reconciliation
as had been that of Abel. Of the Passover sacrifice by the Jews,
there was no mention3®. The Prayer at the Dedication of an Altar
recalled the sacrifices of Abel, of Noah and of Abraham?3!. It did
not recall those offered by Solomon at the dedication of his temple,
nor those allegedly offered at the dedication of the Church of the
Resurrection 32,

28 CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 54 (his reference for the second reading is,
wrongly, to I/ Kings 17-19).

29 CONYBEARE, ibid.. p. 55-57.

30 CoNYBEARE, ibid., p. 65.

3t CONYBEARE, ibid., p. 61.

32 See above, p. 419.

[197]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

If the sacrifice offered was only a dove or a pigeon, the general order
of service was very short. The wings of the bird were silvered, the tips
of its feathers gilded in accordance with Psalm LXVIIL.13 (the only
reading) where Israel’s future glory is likened to *‘the wings of the dove
covered in silver and her feathers in yellow gold”. In the short prayer
which followed, the recurring juxtaposition of the sacrifice of Christ,
ending the need for a blood sacrifice, with the institution of matal
found its clearest expression: as distinct from the people of Israel,
“we by the precious blood of thy only begotten son have been made
free by thy holy spirit; now we, having trusted in thee. offer unto
thee this bird for thy holy pleasure™ 33,

The Prayer at the Dedication of an Altar also begged for divine
mercy on the souls of the dead, that is on departed members of the
congregation as a whole. But maral offered in memory of an individual
had an order of service all its own, to be distinguished from the Canon
of Dominical Blessing. It might be offered on the third, ninth or for-
tieth day after the death®*. In its accompanying service, ‘‘for the
repose of souls™, there is no mention of the victim being decorated,
brought before a cross, or even to the church door — though at least
the last was probably done since the feast which, as will be seen,
followed every sacrifice was in this instance actually held in the
church3®,

The service consisted of five psalms and four readings from the
scriptures. The first reading was from Proverbs 111.9-10: “"Honour the
Lord with thy substance and with the first fruits of all thy increase:
so shall thy barns be filled with plenty, and thy presses burst out with
the new wine”. The second was from Acts of the Apostles XXIV.14-18 :
the apostle Paul brought offerings to the Temple in Jerusalem — Chris-
tians accepted the law and the prophets of Israel — that was why they
believed in the resurrection of the just and of the unjust. The third
reading was from [ Peter IV.6-7: the dead, too, could benefit from
the preaching of the gospel. The fourth reading was from Luke XIX.1-10
— the story of Christ and the tax-collector, illustrating the possible
salvation of the outcast and the sinner.

The prayer which followed did not recall the sacrifices of the people
of Israel as had the other prayers. It did, however, as had the fourth

33 CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 65-66.

34 See TIXERONT, p. 82.
3% CONYBEARE, Rituyale Armenorum, p. 58 Ip., AJT 7, p. 69
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reading of the general service, speak of a banquet: it was to be an
occasion for rejoicing in which the mourners themselves should take
part3®. A hymn or chant (Sarakan), normal in every service of the
Armenian Church, was also sung; in this instance it included the
invocation, *‘accept from us on behaif of the departed this proper
sacrifice” 7.

There was also a special kind of memorial mata/ not mentioned in
the codified rite, at least not in the version collated and translated
by Conybeare. On the death of a member of the clergy, the body
was brought before the altar, the forehead and right hand were
anointed, the latter being kissed by those paying their last respects,
while outside matal was offered when, according to some sources,
the victim was not decorated 8. The catholicus Constantine I (1221-
1267), for example, particularly asked for this sacrifice to be offered
when he came to die. There is no doubt from the context that he
meant matal and not the ordinary sacrament of extreme unction
which, indeed, was far less regularly observed 3°.

Before any sacrifice, public or private, the priest blessed a quantity
of salt which the victim was made to eat, “‘to the end that everything,
wherewith the salt shall be merged, may be for us unto holiness of
forgiveness and remission of sins”; it was believed that the salt cleansed
the victim of the corruption with which the fall of Adam had con-
taminated all creation and returned it to its original purity. The priest
then put his hand on the head of the victim and cut its throat, except
for the paschal lamb which was most probably killed by the head
of the household providing it. However, according to a source later
than the Canon of Dominical Blessing and its associated rites, this may
sometimes have been the custom not only for the paschal lamb but
for every mataf*®.

The mention of a banquet in the prayer for the repose of souls,
and in the fourth reading from the scriptures in the general service,

36 CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 58-60.

37 See F. NEVE, L’Arménie chrétienne et sa littérature, Louvain (1886), p. 217;
cf. p. 47, p. 215, p. 239-240.

38 See F. TOURNEBIZE, Histoire politique et religieuse de I’Arménie, Paris (1910),
p. 363, p. 385 cf. Mansi, vol. 25, col. 1242B.

3% KIRAKOS, ch. 43 (BROSSET, p. 147, cf. Latin version, p. 199)s-F. MACLER, ““De
Erroribus Armenorum”, RHR 89 (1924), p. 70-71.

40 CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 57-58; CAPELLETTI, p. 51; cf. CONYBEARE,
RHR, p. 112-113.
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referred to the eating of the flesh of the victim which followed its
sacrifice — unless only a dove or a pigeon had been offered —
and which was an integral part of the full mata/ ceremony. After the
priest had received his portion, the rest of the animal was eaten at
a meal to which the head of the household providing it invited his
relations, his friends and the poor of the congregation. This was called
the agape, the name given by the early Christians to their ceremony
of a shared meal or love-feast. Whatever may have been the com-
position of the guests at those original agapes, it is certain that no
sacrifice could be acceptable if the poor did not share in the eating
of the meal which followed the maral, with the possible exception
of the meal which followed the Easter maral, where only the members
of the household offering it may have participated*!. On other occasions
there could be no doubt: the catholicus Yovhanné I Mandakuni
(478-490) laid it down that it was the poor rather than anyone else
who should be invited*?. The catholicus Nersés II (548-557) even
declared that “the priests shall not venture to carry off portions
according to the canons but shall give them to the poor there and
‘then in the presence of the master of the agape”*3. The poor at the
agape were to be fed first, then,'vif anything remained, friends and
kinsfolk : so ruled the catholicus Nersés IV Snorhali — *‘the Gra-
cious” — (1166-1173)44,

If this act of charity were omitted or restricted, no sacrifice could
benefit either the living or the dead. And the prevailing tendency
was to stress this last purpose: to make the term “agape” almost
synonymous with the meal following the sacrifice for the repose of
souls since, apart from any other reason, this was likely to be, in

*! For apparently this distinction between the distribution of the Easter sacrifice
and of the others, see CAPPELLETTI, p. 49-50; cf. TIXERONT, p. 84.

*? CoNYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 14.

43 Ibid., p. 74-75.

** Occasionally §norhali has been rendered “gracefut”, e.g. by H. KATCHADOURIAN,
“The Christology of St. Nerses Shnorhali in Dialogue with Byzantium™, Miscellanea
Franciscana 78 (1978), p. 414; it has also been rendered “merciful” or “benevolent”,
sce G. BavaN, “Pologenia (Statut): Réglements suprémes pour le gouvernement des
affaires de 1'église arménienne grégorienne en Russie”, ROC 27 (1929-1930), p. 185,
note 1. However, although the dictionary meaning can be either ‘‘gracious” or “‘grace-
ful” (see e.g. M. G. KouvyoUMNAN, A Comprehensive Armenian Dictionary, Cairo (1961),
p- 603), in biblical, or in what has been called “religious” Armenian, $norfk® has
regularly translated yapig; see CH. DE LAMBERTERIE, “Une isoglosse gréco-arménienne”,
REArm. 13 (1978-79), p. 36-37.
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the nature of things the kind most frequently celebrated. Thus. in 488,
a synod in the province of Alovania (Caspian region), held to revive
the customs of a community nearly destroyed by a new wave of paganism,
enjoined only this kind of matal : everyone, according to his means,
must offer a yearly sacrifice for his dead*’. Nearly eight hundred
years later in Cilician Armenia, again at a time of crisis, this was still
the obligation which was considered important enough for inclusion in
twenty-five rules for the restoration of church discipline *®. The general
rubric which prefaced the codified rite called an agape simply “the
repose of souls”, an occasion for charity specifically to that end*’.
It could be held throughout the whole customary forty days of
mourning, each day followed by distributions of meat to the poor®®.
To this day, the word matal, in addition to its meaning of tender, or
the young of animals, has also preserved the meaning of “a mortuary
feast for the poor”: a meal at which the relatives of the deceased
distribute alms for the repose of his soul *°.

Finally, it is to be supposed that a necessary part of the agape,
whether held for the repose of souls or on some other occasion,
was the celebration of the eucharist, that the whole ceremony of matal
would have been incomplete without it. The concluding prayer in the
Canon of Dominical Blessing and the prayer which concluded the order
of service for the sacrifice of doves or pigeons, both stressed, as has
been noticed, that the commandment on the people of Israel to offer
animal sacrifice only prefigured the salvation since offered by “the pre-
cious blood of the only begotten™. It followed, therefore, that offerings
which recalled the old dispensation had to be completed by the offering
‘which symbolised the new *°.

However, it has also to be noticed that the actual evidence for a
eucharist celebrated at the agape is inconclusive. Sahak strictly pro-
hibited priests from taking any food or drink before what he called
“the offering of the agape” on pain of being excluded from what he
called “‘the bread of the offering”. Those participating were similarly

45 See TOURNEBIZE, Histoire, p. 356-358 (note 2),

46 KIRAKOS, ch. 44, Rule 19 (BROSSET, p. 153: cf. p. 150, note 1).
See CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. XXix.

48 See E. BORE, Arménie, Paris (1838), p. 243.

49 See e.g. Kouvoumian, vol. 1, p. 487.

50 Cf. CONYBEARE, AJT 7, p. 73.
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prohibited : the priest had to exclude any who he knew had eaten
or drunk beforehand from coming “'to the bread of the offering, lest
there be condemnation of himself and insult to the spiritual feast” 5!,
Conybeare suggested that by “‘the offering of the agape™ Sahak meant
the flesh of the sacrificial victim, while by “the bread of the offering™
he meant the eucharist — the “spiritual feast”. But in both instance,
as Conybeare himself pointed out, Sahak used the Armenian patarag
for “offering” — so accordingly rendered in English — and patarag,
as its equivalents in other languages, could mean either the eucharist
or a sacrifical victim®?. Sahak’s “spiritual feast”” no less admits of
either interpretation. Since the agape was an integral part of the rite
of ‘matal, it would have been perfectly natural to have so described
it: a “spiritual feast™ desecrated not only if those who celebrated
it had eaten or drunk beforehand but also, as he himself elsewhere
ruled, if anything was saved from it for future consumption “since it
was a sacrifice to God™*3. The possibility that Sahak did mean the
agape in both instances, that he forbade those who had partaken
of food or drink before its “offering” — its celebration — from
eating its “bread” — the flesh of the victim to be consumed there —
can be supported by the way in which Nerses II issued a similar
prohibition. ‘

Immediately after commanding that at the agape the priests had to
give up their portion to the poor, he continued his instructions for
its proper celebration by commanding that

“the laymen invited to the bread of the sacrifice shall not dare to eat in
their houses out of gluttony” —

if any had, they were to be rigidly excluded. However, if any known to
have done so managed to get in nevertheless, he commanded that

“then the priests shall go out and shall not dare to bless the bread™ >,

The continuity between all three commandments suggests that all three
referred to the agape; in any case, the natural meaning of the third is
that the priests present were forbidden to say grace, and thus prevent
the proper eating of the sacrifice because, through some of the partici-

1 Canon I11.17-18 (CONYBEARE, AJT 2, p. 837).
52 "See CONYBEARE, AJT 7, p. 70.

*3 Sermo 1.30 (Mai, p. 279-280).

¢ CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 75.
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pants having eaten beforehand, the ceremony had been rendered invalid.
1t should also be noted that when on the same occasion (the Council of
Duin, 555) Nersés did explicitly refer to the eucharist, his word for
it was not patarag but oncay >3

Assuming, nevertheless, despite these ambiguities that the celebration
of the eucharist at an agape was highly probable, its actual place
in the ceremony has still to be determined. According to Tixeront
it was plainly shown by the probibition itself: the agape “normally
followed the eucharistic sacrifice, and this i1s why it was expressly
forbidden for those who were to participate in it to eat before they
came” %%, According to Conybeare, the eucharist was immédiately
after the meal because its function was the ceremonial completion of
the agape3’. Agape and eucharist, he argued, was originally celebrated
in that order as one ceremony in re-enactment of that meal at the
end of which Christ had shared the bread and the wine. Although,
by the end of the second century or at the beginning of the third, the
official church had separated the two and, while the agape might still
have continued to be held, the eucharist had become the central act of
Christian worship in its own right, there was reason to suppose that
the older custom did not forthwith everywhere disappear 38,

Without supposing the custom itself to have had anything to do
‘with the sacrifice of animals, Conybeare believed that an instance of
its persistence was the celebration of the eucharist in completion of
the Armenian agape. It was to this celebration of the eucharist that
Yovhann&s Ojnec’i referred (the catholicus Yovhannés III, 712- 728)
when criticising those who would justify their customs because they
followed Christ’s example :

... if we are to imitate exactly all that was done by Christ, then we must
be baptised at thirty years of age, and rise again on the third day and
ascend into heaven on the fortieth day. For so it was Christ’s good
will to do. Moreover we must communicate after supper at eventide

. but nowadays we interpose several hours between the fleshly and the
spiritual table™ %°.

55 »tanel hac” ancayi”; see N.G. GARSOIAN, The Paulician Heresy, Paris-The Hague

(1967), text, p. 236, trans,, p. 89. .

56 See TIXERONT, p. 84-85.

57 See CONYBEARE, AJT 2, p. 70-71.

58 On the history of the agape, see P. BATIFFOL. “*Agape”. Dictionnaire de Théologie
Catholigue vol. 1, Paris (1900), cols. 551-556; A.J. MAcLEAN, “Agape”, ERE vol. 1
(1908), p. 166-174.

5% J B. AUCHER, Oratio Synodalis, Domini philosophi Joannis Ozniensis Armeniorum
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Again, in the first half of the twelfth century, it was to the eucharist
following the agape that, according to Conybeare, the renegate Armenian
Isaac, self-styled catholicus, referred — and in a very similar way.
In denouncing many practices and beliefs of his former coreligionists,
Isaac devoted a chapter to those who “‘copy Christ’s acts and ignore
the teachings of the apostles and the fathers. Thus, because Christ after
his disciples had eaten and were sated gave them of his body ... they
first eat meat till sated and then participate in the mysteries” ©°.

It is not likely, however, that either Yovhann&s Ojnec’i or Isaac
were referring to the Armenian agape. Both were concerned with an
entirely different topic — the errors of the Paulicians who, in Isaac’s
day as in Yovhann&s’s, particularly flourished among the Armenians,
and who claimed Christ’s authority for some of their customs. Thus,
Yovhannés’ intention was to show up the absurdity of justifying in
this way their custom of delaying baptism until the age of thirty by
showing how absurd it would be to imitate other acts of Christ, among
them a eucharist in imitation of the last supper®'. Isaac. too, although
supposedly attacking the customs of the Armenian Apostolic Church
was here really attacking those which, except that of eating before
the eucharist, were recognisably Paulician — all practised, according
to him, with precisely the justification ridiculed by Yovhann&s. Thus
Isaac’s accusations included baptism at thirty on Christ’s precedent,
rejection of a proper hierarchy because “Christ did not ordain priests”,
and refusal to use church buildings because Christ “'did not build
churches” 2. Perhaps he levelled these accusations quite indiscriminately
in an effort to blacken his countrymen by alleging against them every
deviation from Byzantine orthodoxy of which he had ever heard —

Catholici Opera, Venice (1834), text, p. 16, trans. p. 17; quoted by CONYBEARE, AJT 7,
p. 72.

®¢ [Isaaci Armenii Catholici oratio invectiva adversus Armenios, MPG vol. 132, cols.
1180C, 1180D; cf. Conybeare as in note 59; on Isaac’s alleged catholicate, see GARSOIAN,
p. 104, note 86; G. GARITTE, Scripta disiecta 1941-1977, Louvain 1980, t. |, p. 114-118;
t. 2, p. 788-70, TOURNEBIZE, Histoire, p. 247, note 1; the traditional date for the
Invectiva is 1145, see V. GRUMEL, “Les invectives contre les Arméniens du ‘Catholicos
Isaac’™, Revue des Etudes Byzantines 14 (1956), p. 179; Grumel himself argued (p. 179-
I187) that it was written some hundred years earlier by Euthymius, a monk of the
monastery of Peribleptos. [L’article de G. Garitte indique plutét que ce libelle est I'ceuvre
d’un polémiste chalcédonien anonyme prétendant réfuter les Arméniens d’aprés leurs
propres autorités, y compris le célébre catholicos Sahak, ¥pLg].

81 See GARSOIAN, p. 160, note 40. _

82 QOratio invectiva, cols. 1180C, 1181A; on the Paulicians and a hierarchy see GAR-
50iAN, p. 155, p. 163; on the Paulicians and church buildings, ibid., p. 162; cf. on both
subjects, D. OBOLENSKY, The Bogomils, Cambridge (1948), p. 53.
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as Conybeare himself had elsewhere suggested ®*. Perhaps he did believe,
as others did, that all Armenians had probably been infected with the
Paulician heresy ®.

It is more difficult to understand why he included eating before
the eucharist in his catalogue of accusations, for there is no evidence
that the Paulicians had any such custom. All that is known of their
eucharist is that it differed in some unspecified way from that of the
orthodox®3. Isaac may have heard of the comparison drawn by Yovhan-

_nés between the eucharist immediately after food and baptism at thirty
and assumed that therefore both were Paulician customs. Be the reason
what it may, it is no less difficult to accept Isaac’s accusation. occuring
where it did, as having had anything to do with the Armenian agape.
There is no more reason to accept, on his authority, that the Armenians
first enjoyed a good meal, whether at an agape or otherwise, and
then immediately took the sacrament, than that they did not baptise
until the age of thirty, had no hierarchy, or would not hold their
services inside a church. And so, while the probability that the eucharist
was a necessary part of the agape can both be assumed a priori
and supported by evidence which is no worse than inconclusive, neither
Tixeront’s bare assertion, nor the passages from John of Odzun and
Isaac Catholicus cited by Conybeare, can decide at what stage it was
normally celebrated.

The rite of matal must now be considered in a wider context. While
in Armenia pagan sacrifices were adapted to Christian practice, else-
where instances of them continued to occur long after the coming of
Christianity. Of course, this was not suprising : no less than in Armenia,
there were centuries of tradition behind them among the converted,
whether in the near east or among the adherents of western pagan cults.
Towards the end of the second century or at the beginning of the third,
for example, certain sects were denounced for believing that Christ
favoured those who spilled blood in his name, as though he were a
pagan diety, and accordingly were thus ‘“‘offering oblation for their
sins” %8, But references to such sacrifices can be found very much later.

63 See CONYBEARE, Key of Truth, p. Ixxvi-lxxx; cf. Garsofan, p. 105-106.

64 See Anna Comnenae Alexiadis XIV.viii.3, ed. & trans. B. LEiB, Anne Comnéne
Alexiade vol. 3, Paris (1945), p. 178-179; cf. CoNYBEARE, Key of Truth, p. lxviii;
J. GouiLLARD, “Gagik II, défenseur de la foi arménienne”, Travaux et mémoires du
cenire de recherche d'histoire et de civilisation byzantines 7 (1979), p. 405.

65 See GARSOIAN, p. 167, note 95.

66 See L. GUERRIER & S. GREBAUT, “Le testament en Galilée de notre Seigneur
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In 601, the pope Gregory the Great complained of Anglo-Saxons who
were alleged to be offering them®’. Sometimes the intention of such
sacrifices, if not their rite, did not appear to differ greatly from matal :
in the fifth century. peasants of the Italian Campagna would sacrifice
animals. ostensibly in honour of a local saint but with an obviously
pagan ritual, and distribute their flesh to the poor®®. Towards the
middle of the eighth century, there existed a Frankish custom of
sacriﬁcing bulls and goats to pagan idols for the repose of the dead ®°.
On the other hand, Armenians were not alone in believing animal
sacrifice, accompanied by prayers recalling precedents in ancient Israel,
to be somehow acceptable in an explicitly Christian form, despite
the ruling which every Christian, of whatever church. supposedly
accepted — that the sacrifices of the old dispensation, with whatever
intention. had once and for all been supplanted by the single sacrifice
of the crucifixion’®. Here examples may be found even later than
those indicating the persistence of an essentially pagan custom. Cony-"
beare edited a number of such sacrificial prayers from Byzantine sources
for comparison with their Armenian parallels. In a euchologion of
the late eighth century, a prayer for the sacrifice of a bull on the
occasion of a saint’s day was readily comparable to the priest’s prayer
in the Canon of Dominical Blessing : it begged for spiritual and material
benefits in as much as the people of Israel had been commanded to
offer animals and birds for the good of their souls and the increase of
their flocks’*. A similar prayer occured in a euchologion of the ninth
or of the tenth century, while in a euchologion compiled about the
year 1027, there was a prayer to be said before sacrificing for the
repose of the dead 7 2. In the first half of the twelfth century a miscellaneous
collection of prayers included a blessing for the salt of the sacrifice 3.

Jesus-Christ”. Patrologia Orientalis vol. 9 (1913), p. 185; on date and origin, see p. 161;
it is not likely to have been a condemnation of matal itself as in Tixeront. p. 94, note 2.

®7 S. GREGORII PAPAE, Epistola X1.56; see P. JAFFE, Regesta Pontificorum Romanorum,
Leipzig (1881), no. 1848; cf. TIXERONT, p. 89.

% Paulini episcopi poema XX 47-85 (M PG vol. 61, cols. 553C-554B).

% S. Zachariae Papae epistolae et decreta X1 (MPL vol. 89, col. 944B): cf. TIXERONT,
p. 88. :

70 See e.g. S. Irenaei episcopi Lugdunensis et martyris contra haereses 1V.17 (MPG
vol. 7, cols. 1019B-1024B); S. Justini philosophi et martyris dialogus cum Tryphone
Judaeo 41 (MPG vol. 6, cols. 564B-564A).

7' Text in CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 413-414; cf. Ip., RHR p. 108-109;
C.J. HerELE, Histoire des Conciles, vol. 6, part 2, Paris (1915), p. 859, note 2.

% Text in CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 436-437.

73 Text. ibid., p. 437.
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Possible comparisons to the Easter matal were also to be found.
In the second century, a Christian sect prided itself on perpetuating
the Jewish rite for Passover, what was meant was the sacrifice of a
lamb on Easter Day’*. In the eighth century euchologion already
cited, there was a prayer entitled For the Lamb (according to a variant
reading, For the Paschal Lamb). It recalled how God had permitted
Abraham to sacrifice “‘an animal” instead of his son. and begged that
those who were now offering a lamb would also “be rewarded with
eternal gifts”75. In the west there were customs, some reprobated
by the official church, others accepted ritual which, if not definitely
pointing to the sacrifice of a lamb, yet gave the eating of its flesh
at Easter a special significance. In the ninth century, “an error of
the simple”, as it was called, among the Franks was to place the
flesh of a lamb on or under the altar, bless it with a special benediction
and, on Easter Day, eat it before taking any other food’®.

There were also accusations that such might place it, “‘as the Greeks
did”, side by side with the body of Christ and offer it in the Jewish
fashion” — presumably with prayers recalling the sacrifices of ancient
Israel 7. In the twelfth century it was the custom at the papal court
to eat a meal of lamb immediately after the Easter mass. The pope
would pronounce a special benediction and distribute morsels of the
meat to his guests, the while passages from the scriptures were read or
chanted’®. When the eighth century prayer for the sacrifice of the
paschal lamb was printed in a standard euchologion of the Greek
Church first published in 1647, it was defended by the editor on the
ground that “the Roman Church did not abstain from approving this
rite”’ ; the pope himself followed it. And he supported his claim by
citing the meal at the papal court’®. It was hardly his intention to imply
that the papacy had adopted the custom of animal sacrifice : probably
here, too, the important element was assumed to be the ceremonial
offering or eating of the paschal lamb and not whether its slaying had
been technically sacrificial or no.

" See HEFELE, loc. cit., p. 856-857, note 2.
Text in CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 414, and see his note m.
WALAFRIDI STRABI, De rebus ecclesiasticis XVIII (MPL vol. 114, cols. 938B-939A).
AENEAE PARISIENSIS EPISCOPI, Liber adversus Graecos, auctoris praefatio (MPL
vol. 121, col. 690A ; cf. TIXERONT, p. 92-93).

78 Romanus ordo X1.48, X11.35 (M PL vol. 78, col. 1044D, 1079B-1080A); cf. TIXERONT,
p. 93; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 513-514. )

79 See J. GOAR, Euchologion sive rituale Graecorum, 2nd. edn., Venice (1730), p. 567.
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Thus, nearly every element of matal appeared in one or other of
the foregoing examples: the sacrifice of an animal, the distribution
of its flesh as alms, sacrifices for the repose of souls or on the
occasion of a saint’s day, the blessing on the salt, the offering of an
animal in conjunction with the eucharist, the ceremonial suggestive
both of the last supper and of an agape and the references to the
offerings demanded from the people of Israel were all to be found in a
partly pagan or in a wholly Christian form. However. despite such
parallels, matal itself remained a very different sort of custom : deliberate-
ly instituted and with a permament place in the rites of the church, a
custom observed throughout the liturgical year®°. Nevertheless, these
parallels are relevant to its better understanding, not only because
they show that in some aspects it was not unique, but also because
some of them help to explain ways in which it was both attacked and
defended. .

One such instance needing explanation was a canon of the “Qui-
sext Council” held at Constantinople in 691-692, so called because it
was intended to confirm decisions of the Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical
Councils in the sphere of ritual and ecclesiastical administration. “We
have heard”, stated the canon,

*“that in the land of the Armenians the following also happens : there are
some who boil pieces of meat on the holy altars and then offer to the
priests those pieces set aside for them, apportioned in Jewish fashion.
In as much as we are responsible for keeping the church undefiled, we
ordain that it be not permitted for any priest to accept portions of
meat so set aside. They must be satisfied with those portions which
the person providing the animal wishes to give them, and he must do
the giving outside the church building. Any priest not acting accordingly
is to be removed 8. :

The accusation of copying Jewish custom is not surprising. It was at
this same Council that the Armenian hierarchy was similarly accused
while subsequently, as will be seen, the Byzantines continued to single

80 Cf, CONYBEARE, AJT 2, p. 829.

81 Mansl, vel. 11, col. 985C; HEFELE, vol. 3, part 1 (1909), p. 575: “‘kai tobto 8
év tf "Appeviov yopg véveoBor pepabrkapev, @g Tveg &v 1olg igpoig Buolaotnpiolg
HELT KpedV EWYOVIEG, TPOCEYOUsIV doatpépata 1ol {Epeboty, "lovdaikdsg drovépovies.
80ev 10 tiic "ExxAnoiag guiatrovieg dkniidwrov, 6pifopev piy £&eival tivi tdv iepéov
Gpopiopiva KpEdY PEAT Tapd @V TpocaydvIwy AapPdvelv, dAX’ ol dpeadij 6 tpociywy,
Tovtolg dpkeicBooav, EEw Mg "ExkAnoieg tilg tolavtng yvouévig npocaywyiis &l
8¢ T1g pf Tobto moudj, dpopiiéchn’.
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out this alleged Jewish character of the priestly portion. But it is
not immediately understandable why it was this, and only this, which
here was deemed to merit censure. The distribution of the meat as
described could hardly have been other than part of the maral ceremony,
Yet mataf itself was not even mentioned.

An answer was attempted in a twelfth century collection of commen-
taries compiled under the direction of the canonist Theodore Balsamon :
there was no doubt that such a distribution had been a Jewish custom,
anintegral element of their sacrificial rite, and that thus it was prohibited
to Christians — especially within the church building, for that em-
phasised the ceremonial nature of the distribution. If the Armenians
liked to give their priests cooked meat, strange though this might
seem to us, there was no objection so long as this.did not entail
any ritual apportioning or other ceremony. It may be asked, continued
Balsamon, why, if this canon censured two Armenian customs did
it explicitly prohibit only one of them : the distribution of the meat
but not its cooking “‘within the altar”. It was because such cooking
had been prohibited to Christians once animal sacrifice had ended.
Thus, although the canon had implicitly condemned this too, there
had been no need explicitly to do so since only the distribution of
the meat remained in question. Its cooking in this way was merely
a relic of animal sacrifice — and this did not exist among the Armenians,
in as much as Christianity had abolished it. Only what remained
of the custom was therefore censured and that, insisted Balsamon
and his colleagues, was still unquestionably Jewish 82,

Why did Balsamon give an explanation so directly contrary to the
facts? Firstly it should be recalled that the “land of Armenians™
in the canon could not have been Armenia itself which, at the time of
the Quinisext, was wholly under Muslim rule and whose priests,
therefore, were not under Byzantine jurisdiction. Only parts of the
empire could have been meant, chiefly eastern Asia Minor and north-
eastern Greece where, ever since the end of the previous century,
there had been a large Armenian immigration®3. These Armenians,

82 THEODORI BALSAMONIS, ZONARAE, ARISTENI, Commentaria in canones SS Aposto-
lorum, Conciliorum et in episiolas canonicas SS Patrum. in canonem XCIX Concilii in
Trullo (M PG vol. 137, cols. 860B-861A).

83 See P. CuARANIS, “Ethnic Changes in the Byzantine Empire in the Seventh

Century”, Dumbarion Oaks Papers 13 (1959), p. 32-35.
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however greatly they may have differed from the symbol of Chalcedon,
lived on good terms with the general population. From about the
middle of the seventh century and for some three hundred years
thereafter, there is evidence that they even could, if they wished, join
in the liturgy and partake of the eucharist with the rest of the congrega-
tion #4. It is possible to defend Balsamon's explanation if it be supposed
that these Armenians on Byzantine soil were sufficiently assimilated
to the customs of the majority for matal as such to have fallen into
disuse with only the elements mentioned in the canon remaining —
and those, too, partly a corruption of the original. since there was no
injunction in the rite to cook the flesh of the victim inside a church —
not to say on the altar. Such could have been the reasons why the
canon needed only to censure what not only Balsamon but a modern
authority, too, called “‘the relics of animal sacrifice™ 8.

Unfortunately there is no evidence whatever that the Armenians
did tend to abandon mata/ when not in their own country. What
evidence exists on this point suggests, as will be seen, quite the opposite.
Why, then, did the canon ignore matal? A better reason might be
that it was not because matal had ceased to exist among Byzantine
Armenians, but because something very like it did exist among the
Byzantines themselves. At least, the formularies for it existed, even
if it be hard to judge whether they were regularlv — or ever —
used; so it was wiser to say nothing about mara/ and its formularies :
the similarities between the Byzantine and the Armenian versions were,
as has been seen, striking enough.

Those who were the first to attack mata/ without reservations were
not the orthodox Byzantines but the heretical Paulicians. A certain
Bishop Yakob Hark'ac’i (near Erzerum), condemned for the heresy
in the middle of the tenth century, held up nata/ for the dead to
ridicule. ““‘Alas, thou unhappy animal’, he and his disciples would
say, causing such to be brought before them, “leave alone the fact
that yonder man committed sin and died, still what sin hast thou
committed that thou shouldst die with him?”®¢. The dead could not

84 See G. EVERY, The Byvzantine Palriarchate, London (1962), p. 58, note 3; cf.
Ormanian, p. 49. _

85 See EVERY, p. 84; cf. F.E. BRIGHTMAN’s review of Rituale Armenorum in Journal
of Theological Studies 12 (1910-11), p. 314.

86 ARISTAKES LASTIVERTC|, Patmutiwn (History) ch. 22, trans. Conybeare Key of
Truth, p. 133-134.

[210]



ANIMAL SACRIFICE IN THE ARMENIAN CHURCH

be helped by sacrifices, by the prayers of the living accompanying such
rites on their behalf8’, Nor was it only matal for the dead to which
the Paulicians objected. They attacked every kind for the reason they
attacked other customs — because they had not been ordained by
Christ. Those who build churches and support a hierarchy are those
who offer incence and candles and present victims. all of which are
contrary to the Godhead®®. The attack on matal was part of the
struggle to rid Christianity, as they claimed, of its materialist accretions
and bring it back to its original purity3?. And so, in contrast to the
Byzantines, when they attacked matal/ they were not concerned to
single out one element of it and ignore another. If they singled out
matal for the dead as meriting most censure it was only because, as
has already been remarked, it was likely to be the most noticeable °°.

No Byzantine reference to matal occured for some four hundred
years after the Quinisext. Then there were two attacks on it, unambiguous
in themselves this time, yet in circumstances which nevertheless support
the possibility”of a certain ambivalence. At the behest of the emperor
Alexius I (1081-1118), the monk Euthymius Zigabenus compiled a
comprehensive catalogue of deviations from orthodox dogma or custom
as defined at Constantinople to guide the emperor in purifying the
Christianity of his subjects, a task dear to his heart. causing him to
be hailed as only second in his services to Christianity after Constantine
himself?!. In the section on Armenian heresies, Euthymius explained
how,

“Although our Lord, Jesus Christ, ended animal sacrifice by giving
portions to his disciples from the mystical supper, and saying, ‘Do this
in remembrance of me’ — that is not the Jewish meal but that of which
they had then mystically partaken — the Armenians do the opposite :
they sacrifice bulls lambs and sheep according to Jewish ritual, and then
smear their doorposts with the blood of the victims, preferring to place
in these their hopes of salvation, That is wny they do not partake of
the body and blood of the Lord at the festival of Easter, but of a lamb,
which they sacrifice in Jewish fashion and then roast, expecting thereby
to be hallowed and released from their sins” °2.

87 Pawros TARONAC', ibid,, p. 176; cf. S. RUNCIMAN, The Medieval Manichee,
"Cambridge (1947), p. 56, note 1,

8 ConYBEARE, Key of Truth, p. 115; see Garsoian, p. 156.

89 See CONYBEARE, Key of Truth, p. cxxviii,

20 Cf. GaRSOiaN, p. 163

2! See ANNA COMNENA, XIV.viii.8 (Leib, vol. 3, p. 181); c¢f. F. CHALANDON, Essai
sur le régne d'Alexis [-er Comnéne (Les Comnénes, vol, 1), Paris (1900), p. 316-320.

2 EUTHYMIl ZIGABENI, Panoplia Dogmatica XXIII (MPG vol. 130, col. 1184D).
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Isaac Catholicus also devoted a chapter to an attack on matal:
the Armenians had virtually rejected the eucharist, which had come
to abolish animal sacrifice, and thus had rejected the doctrine of
Christ’s atonement. This was why they sacrificed a lamb at Easter
and smeared their doorposts with its blood. They ought, therefore.
be really thought of as Jews and not as Christians at all °>.

These two attacks on matal not only contradicted Balsamon’s con-
tention that it had ceased among the Armenians but also the possibility
that he meant it had ceased among Armenians on Byzantine soil,
since it is hardly likely that both sources, for some reason or other,
were only referring to Armenians outside the empire. At the same
time, both illustrated two aspects of matal and its critics already
remarked upon : they emphasised the seriousness which the Byzantines
attached to its allegedly Jewish character yet, in the context of that
period, they imply another example of Byzantine ambivalence.

It happened that Alexius, in his struggle to ensure the perfect
orthodoxy of all his subjects, was particularly concerned with the danger
from Armenian errors. He expelled from Constantinople those Armenians
whom he had failed to convince of the truth of Chalcedon ®¢. Others in
Thrace, whom he suspected of dualist leanings, “whose filthy stream
had joined with other filth” as his biographer put it, he forced to
undergo a second baptism®°. And yet the practice of animal sacrifice,
which his own guide to heresies and a convert to orthodoxy had both
attacked, a practice adherents to which allegedly rejected what Christ
himself had ordained, the pious Alexius never brought against the
Armenians, and that at a time when many other accusations were
being levelled at them, in addition to those mentioned here, when
feeling against them, in contrast to their previous peaceful relations
with the majority, was exceptionahly strong®®. Be- the reason for such
an omission by Alexius that same Byzantine ambivalence towards

93 Qratio invectiva, col. 1185B, 1235D; cf. TOURNEBIZE, Histoire, p. 589.

94 MICHAEL THE SyrRiaN XV.7, ed. & trans. J.B. CHaBot. Chronique de Michel
le Syrien patriarche jacobite d’Antioche (1166-1199), vol. 3, Paris (1906), p. 185.

95 ANNA CoMNENA XIV.viii.3-8 Leib, vol. 3, p. 178-181); MaTTEos URHAYECT,
Patmut’iwn (History) 111228, trans. E. DULAURIER, Chronique de Matthieu d’Edesse
(926-1136), Paris (1858), p. 301.

% For other examples from this period of exceptional hostility, and from subsequent
periods, se D. GuiLLauMe, “L’église arménienne et les théologiens protestants du
16 siécle™, REArm 1 (1964), p. 271.
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matal or no, and argumenta a silentio are notoriously unsatisfactory,
Baisamon’s flat denial that the Armenians practised animal sacrifice
was, in any event sufficiently strange.

It must have been in his own day. or nearly so that the custom
received its most elaborate and sustained defence by Nerses IV, some
time before he became catholicus. It was composed at the request
of his brother, the previous catholicus (Gregory III 1113-1166), in
the form of a letter to the Armenian priests of Hamavk’, a province of
Syrian Mesopotamia, “who were ill-advisedly disputing” with Syrian
Christians there over certain Armenian customs including matal — of
whose active practice they, unlike Balsamon, had no doubt®’. Here
again non-Armenian parallels to matal are relevant. While Byzantine
omissions and ambiguities may have been influenced by the existence
of their own formularies for animal sacrifice, Nersés defended matal
not only on the authority of Gregory the Illuminator, as the Apo-
stolic Church invariably did, but also asserted that Gregory did not
hesitate to gain the “sons of the priests’ for Christianity by adapting
their traditional sacrifices, because at least in the sacrifice of the
paschal lamb he had before him the example of the “Roman”, that is
the Byzantine Church — just as “‘at present” that same paschal sacri-
fice was being kept up throughout Europe even more assiduously
than among the Armenians, a roast lamb being regularly placed under
the altar and divided among the people after the Easter liturgy®®
This assertion was presumably inspired by accounts. however exag-
gerated, of those or similar sacrificial prayers and rituals’ to be found
outside the Armenian communities, which have been described.

While one factor in reactions to satal could thus have been the
influence of the existence of similar customs on the ways in which
it was attacked or defended, another unquestionably was the con-
stant emphasis laid by its opponents on its allegedly Jewish character.
It has been noticed that this was the major emphasis of the accusations
brought not only by Isaac, the self-styled catholicus’ or by Euthymius
Zigabenus, the specialist in heresies. Those who ignored or denied
for whatever reason that animals were actually sacrificed on occasions
prescribed by the Apostolic Church, yet would censure the apportioning
of the flesh of animals slaughetered perhaps with no special rite, as in

97 See CAPPELLETTI, p. 25.
98 CAPPELLETT!, p. 45-46; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 82.
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accordance with Jewish custom. In one form or another, this emphasis
was to persist for centuries. No one ever chose to attack mataf, or one
of its constituent elements, as allegedly a relic of pagan superstition.

It is hard to believe, on the face of it, that no Byzantine theologian
had heard at least something of its traditional origin. It has been sug-
gested (in quite a different context) that the Byzantines, while enthu-
siasts of anti-heretical polemic, showed little interest in the history
of the sects which were its subject, remaining content with somewhat
vague notions in that respect; they were especially vague about the
history of the Armenian Church before the outbreak of the mono-
physite controversy, relying almost entirely on a single work the Narra-
tio de rebus Armeniae, one of the very few original Armenian sources
which had been translated into Greek®®. If that were so, ignorance
of the Armenian tradition on mata/ would not be surprising, since
in that work Gregory the [lluminator himself got only a bare mention *°°,

However that may be, it is even harder to believe that the Syrian
Christians with whom Armenian clergy had been “‘ill-advisedly dispu-
ting”’, who lived cheek by jowl with Armenians, as had their ancestors
before them, had also not heard the story of Gregory the Illuminator
and the “‘sons of the priests”. Yet they too attacked matal as Jewish,
no less than the Narratio de rebus Armeniae and Euthymius Zigabenus :
those who practised it, they declared, adhered like the Jews to the old
covenant !°. One reason for these repeated allegations could have been
some knowledge of the emphasis placed in the rite itself on the connec-
tion between matal/ and the sacrifices of the Jews, although a greater
knowledge would have shown that the differences between the two
were made no less plain — for example, the emphasis on burnt sacri-
fices, that is on those where there had been no priestly portion, the
absence of references — surely no accident — to the sacrifice of Passover
in the service of the Easter mataf. Another reason, however, might
well be found in certain arguments Nersés advanced to defend matal
against these allegations of Jewishness.

He began unexceptionably enough by a simple comparison of the
Passover sacrifice and the Easter matal where he had no difficulty
in showing that the Armenians were certainly not copying the Jews 02,

99 See GRUMEL, p. 188. G. GARITTE, Scripta disjecta I, p. 114-118 has shown
how the Narratio has been falsely ascribed by modern editors to “Isaac Catholicus'.

100 [saaci Catholici Narratio de Rebus Armeniae, MPG vol. 132, col. 1237C. Critical
text and Commentary by G. GaritrTe, CSCO 132 Subsidia 4, Louvain 1952.

10t CapPELLETTI, p. 38; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 78.

102 CAPPELLETTI, p. 39; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 78.
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He then pointed out that whereas Jewish sacrifices had been only
for the benefit of the living, the Armenians sacrificed for the benefit
of both the living and the dead'®3. It was only after he had made
those distinctions that he reminded his opponents in what circum-
stances matal had been established. Here again it was necessary to
refute accusations of Judaising. The priestly portions enjoined by
Gregory had nothing to do with the portions the Jewish priests had
once received: rather, they were analogous to the tithes commanded
in Leviticus, a commandment which all Christians accepted — as they
accepted other commandments of the old covenant when they pre-
prefigured those of the new'°*. However, there was another allegedly
Jewish elemeny of matal which needed justification. The necessity
of distinguishing between birds or animals fit for sacrifice and those
 unfit has been remarked upon. That distinction had been originally
drawn between sacrificial victims of the pre-Christian rite and those
to be used in the rite as established by Gregory. It was a distinction
that became so firmly rooted that it was reflected in the language:
while there were words which might refer either to matal or to the
sacrifice of the eucharist, there were others which could only refer
to pagan sacrifices ' %°. '

Now, the actual distinction adopted between fit and unfit sacrificial
victims under the new dispensation, between clean and unclean animals
or birds, was that prescribed in Jewish law 19¢ Nersés unreservedly
defended this distinction, explaining it exactly as it had been explained
by Moses: those animals or birds fit for sacrifice were those which
God had pronounced fit for ordinary eating. For Christians, said
Nersés, the only exception was the pig which could not be sacrificed
but could be eaten: the pig had been declared fit for eating by the
apostles so that the faithful might be separated from *‘the synagogue
of the Jews”'°”. Apart from that single exception, insisted Nerses,
with a wealth of quotation and interpretation not always convincing,
there was nothing in the New Testament which abrogated this distinc-
tion between the clean and the unclean. Thus, the saying that not

103 CAPPELLETTI, p. 39; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 79.

104 CAPPELLETTI, p. 40-41; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armencrum, p. 79-80.

105 See E. BENVENISTE, “Sur la terminologie iranienne du sacrifice™, Journal Asia-
tigue 252 (1964), p. 46-51. '

106 See TIXERONT, p. 82.

107 CAPPELLETTI, p. 43;: CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 80-81.
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what went into the mouth but what went out of i1t could defile a man
(Matthew XV.11) only referred to the saying that a meal was not
defiled if the ritual washing of hands before it were omitted (ibid.,
verses 17-20). The episode of the sheet full of unclean and clean
animals and birds, fish and reptiles offered Peter with the command,
“Arise, Peter, kill and eat” (dcts of the Apostles, X.10-17) merely
symbolised and foretold how Peter’s mission would destroy the faith
of pagans who worshipped such creatures'®8. Perhaps himself not
wholly at ease with his enthusiastic defence of Jewish dietary laws,
Nersés then interpolated into the argument more examples of how
undoubtedly Easter mata/ differed from the Jewish Passover!©.
However, here he had to acknowledge the truth of one accusation
brought by Isaac, the self-styled catholicus: there were those who
did smear their doorposts with the blood of the paschal lamb — but
these were only *‘certain foolish people” who, by following this Jewish
custom, rendered themselves liable to an anathema®!®. It may be
that this was indeed so, quite probably the Apostolic Church did
frown upon this custom and could not be held responsible for it,
or be accused of Jewish inclinations because of it. Similarly, whatever
Jewish inclinations could have been ascribed to the way in which
Nerseés explained the distinction between the clean and the unclean,
it is quite probable that the only explicit law for Armenians in existence
was one adopted by a fourth century synod which repeated Paul’s
injunction (Acts of the Apostles, XV. 20, XXI.25) to abstain from
things strangled and from blood !'!. Nersés, of course, also accepted
this injunction as part, if only part, of the dietary law, but here again,
when rebuking certain “less educated people” who kept the blood
of the paschal lamb and sometimes drank it, he thought it necessary
to show that the New Testament, far from contradicting the Old, con-
firmed God’s command to Noah not to eat the flesh of an animal
together with its blood '!2. However, whether the full dietary law as
understood by Nersés was ever the norm for Armenians or no, his

108 CAPPELLETTI, p. 46-49; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 83 (much abbreviated).

109 CAPPELLETTI, p. 45; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 82.

110 CAPPELLETTI, p. 49; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 83.

111 P-awstos Buzanp, CHAMA, p. 239; cf. TourneBize, ROC 13 (1908), p. 79;
when the Persians tried to bring back paganism in the middle of the fifth century
one of their decrees sought to compel the eating of meat contrary to that injunction;
see BENVENISTE, p. 51-3.

112 CapPELLETTI, p. 49; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 83.
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insistence on the New Testament never contradicting it (apart from
the one solitary exception), and on the choice of sacrificial victims
being strictly governed by that dietary law. could not but have
stréngthened suspicions of the Jewish character of matal, suspicions
which the smearing of doorposts with the blood of the paschal {amb,
even if rebuked by the clergy, did nothing to remove. It was this,
together with what may have been known of the sacrificial prayers and
readings, which may explain why matal was attacked for this Jewish
character it was supposed to possess — and not for its pagan origins —
with a vehemence and consistency somewhat beyond the standard
accusations of Judaising common enough in theological polemic.
Such a conclusion is supported by similar allegations repeated some
two hundred years after Ners€s. In 1341, the pope ‘Benedict XII
ordered an inquiry into the orthodoxy of Armenians who had been
persuaded, largely by promises of help from the west against the
Ottomans, to leave their Apostolic Church and declare themselves
united with western catholicism. In 1342, under his successor Clement
VI, a unionist synod was held at Sis, the capital of Cilician Armenia,
which was required to answer 117 accusations of heretical beliefs or
customs '3, Among them, matal was once again attacked as Jewish:
Armenians sacrificed animals for the repose of the dead and these
animals were clean ‘“‘according to the law of Moses”; moreover, while
Armenians might accept that Christ’s blood was shed for the remission
of sins, yet such remission could not be gained. they believed, either
for the living or for the dead, unless these sacrificial victims were also
offered!'*. And then the framers of the accusations joined to their
attack on matal an attack on the same dietary laws which Nersgs
had been at pains to defend, the faw he too had thought inseparable
from that governing the choice of the sacrificial victim: *‘the said
Armenians”, they alleged, “‘keep the dietary distinction between clean
and unclean animals according to what the law of Moses says”'!>.
The unionists replied, just as had Nerses, by recounting the traditional
origin of matal which had nothing Jewish about it, and by stressing,
as he had, that Jewish sacrifices had been for the benefit of the living
and never for the dead; as for matal on-other occasions, that was

113 See J. GaY, Le Pape Clement VI et les affaires d’Orient (1342-1352), Paris
(1904), p. 140-141.

114 Mansi, vol. 25, col. 1227E, 1228D.

115 Ibid., col. 1229C.
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merely the traditional way of distributing alms — and what had that
to do with Jewish sacrifices'!®? But in their concern to refute accusations
of Judaising once and for all. they went further, directly contradicting
Ners@s : it was not true, they claimed, that sacrificial victims were
chosen according to the law of Moses — they had never seen or heard
of such a custom. It may have existed somewhere or other among
the ignorant; if it had (and of this they knew nothing) it was to-day
nowhere to be found'!”. It might be that Armenians would not eat
certain birds or animals; if so. it was not because of a Mosaic restric-
tion but because of their own long established eating habits. In principle.,
Armenians accepted the apostolic ruling that all creatures of God
were good — all had been made clean by the word of God!!'8. If
there were monks, they added for good measure, who refused to eat -
pork on religious grounds and not because they kept anyway to a
vegetarian diet, such were probably not be found other than outside
the frontiers of Cilicia where the clergy of the kingdom had no jurisdic-
tion''?. Nothing of matal, any more than of any other custom, for
which they could be held responsible should offend the orthodox !2°,

But Clement was unimpressed by their arguments. In 1351 he asked
the same question about matal and dietary laws and was given the
same answer. Armenians unreservedly accepted that the new dispen-
sation had abolished the distinction between the clean and the unclean;
whereupon he asked mockingly whether, since they so emphatically
proclaimed their rejection of .the words of Moses, they might even
prefer the hitherto unclean as actually better for the souls of the dead.
In any event, why should the sacrifice of whatever animal be preferable
to the simple distribution of wine, bread, or any other victuals if it
was really only a matter of alms for the poor'2!?. Thus the unionists
had completely failed to convince the papacy of Armenian orthodoxy
in the matter of matal : the belief that it bore, at the least, a suspicious
likeness to Jewish sacrifices remained as strong as it had ever been,
persisting into relatively modern times.

e Jbid., col. 1228E.

"7 Ibid., col. 1228C.

"8 fhid., col. 1229C.

19 thid., col. 1229D.

120 Cf, Gavy, p. 143-144,

121 See RAYNALDUS ODORICUS, Annales Ecclesiastici. vol. 6 (1750), p. 532; cf.
TOURNEBIZE, Histoire, p. 689.
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A leading light of the Holy Congregation for the Propaganda of
the Faith, the monk Clemente Galano (died 1666), whose special
task was, once more, to. expose the errors of the Armenians and
persuade them to unite with Rome, was quite sure of the Jewishness
of matal both in its origin and in its observance, What was being
performed. he told the Armenians, was not just some sacrificial ceremony
or other, but the veritable one which had obtained among the Jews,
aceremony which, at Easter, even included the smearing of the doorposts
with the blood of the paschal lamb. Perhaps because then it had been
implicitly agreed that this particular custom had never been a genuine
part of matal, as Nersé€s had pointed out, Clement had not mentioned
it, nor had it been mentioned at the Synod of Sis ; but now Galano claimed
that too : since Temple sacrifice had lost its validity through Christ’s sacri-
fice, those who peristed in the former, with all its concomitants. particu-
larly the smearing of the doorposts, could not be admitted to the latter.
Those who practised matal, he declared, exactly as had the so-called
Isaac Catholicus centuries earlier, were not Christians and could not
be permitted to partake of the eucharist. And such Armenians were
even worse than the Jews: unworthy of the name of Christian, they
also did not keep the laws of Moses'?2, Some sixty years after Galano,
in a polemic actually against the Jews (supposedly of ninth century
origin) it was alleged that Easter maral was a substitute for Easter
mass and that the smearing of doorposts was part of every matal
ceremony, while at the beginning of the present century that ceremony
was roundly stated to be the result of Jewish influence — not in the
least a survival of pagan sacrifice !23.

In contrast to those constant accusations of Judaising, it has been
remarked how striking it was that nobody alleged matal to contain
any other non-Christian elements. Yet such allegations could easily
have been made, and that not only about its origins. When Nersés
rebuked those ‘‘less educated” who collected the blood of the sacrifice
for future consumption, knowingly or unknowingly he was rebuking
what was a survival of paganism, a practice which had been widespread
in classical antiquity when this blood was sometimes supposed to have

122 C, GaLaNo, Conciliationis ecclesiae Armenae cum Romana pars secunda, vol. 2,
Rome (1661), p. 413-424.

123 J, BASNAGE, Thesaurus monumentorum ecclesiasticorum et historicorum, Antwerp
(1725), vol. 2, part 3, p. 49: P. LEiay, “Ancienne philologie chrétienne™, Revue de
Phistoire et de littérature religieuse 8 (1903), p. 592-3.
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had curative powers'2*. The drinking of the blood was also part of the

ritual in certain sacrifices among Arab tribes before the coming of
Islam — and after, despite repeated prohibitions in the Ku'ran!25,
Among other non-Christian customs of which the Armenian clergy
constantly complained, were those which for long continued to disfigure
the agape after a matal for the repose of souls: the cutting of their
hair and the scoring of their faces with fingernails by relatives of the
dead; the heart-rending howling by professional mourners, liable instan-
tly and unpredictably to change into wild shrieks of joy*26.

If these non-Christian practices were some of those which Gregory’s
adaptation of animal sacrifice was meant to eradicate, there was another
such which, according to the codified ritual, constituted an integral
part of the ceremony : the decorating of the sacrificial victim. It had
been the Greek and Roman practice for the head and neck of the victim
to be elaborately garlanded as an outward and visible sign of its perfec-
tion, of its freedom from all blemish'2?. A similar custom existed
among the Arabs both before and after the coming of Islam; it was
also not uncommon among them to cover the victim with a cloth — under
the caliph "‘Umar I (634-644) it was said with a cloth of fine Egyptian
linen ' 8. Here again, although there was no parallel in Jewish sacrifices
with the solitary exception of the red thread of the scapegoat on the
Day of Atonement, the practice of adorning the sacrificial victim was
none the less stigmatised as Jewish, and in this instance no less by
the defenders of matal than by its opponents. Nersés, who could well
have been aware of the Muslim parallel if not of the pagan one, yet
denounced the practice as having been “set in the rubric by ignorant
priests according to the old law, by no means to be implemented,
since it is quite unnecessary and a cause for scandal”!2?, At Sis it was

124 See W.O.E. OESTERLEY, Sacrifices in Ancient Israel, London (1937), p. 3};
W. ROBERTSON SMITH, Lectures on the Religion of the Semites, London (1894), p. 381,
note 2.

125 See ROBERTSON SMITH, p. 314-315, p. 338; J. CHELHOD, Les Sacrifices chez les
Arabes, Paris (1955), p. 175-176, 189-190 (Kur’an I1.173, V. 3, VI.146, XVI.115).

126 See ANANIKIAN, p. 95-96; Tisdall, p. 103-104; CoONYBEARE, RHR p 113.

127 See e.g. ARISTOTELES, Fragmenta 108, ed. V. ROSE, Aristotelis qui ferebantur
librorum fragmenta, Leipzig (1866), no. 101, p. 98-99.

128 Kur'an V. 2, V. 97; see MAWLANI MUHAMMAD "ALT, The Holy Qur’dn, Lahore
(1935), p. 251, note 659. .

129 CAPPELLETTI, p. 50; CONYBEARE, Rituale Armenorum, p. 84; on the red thread
of the scapegoat as a supposed precedent, see TIXERONT, p. 87, note 1.
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included in the accusations of Judaising and so, not unnaturally, was
claimed by the unionists to be one of the practices of which they had
never heard '3°.

Lastly, there was the salt which the victim was made to eat — the
salt with its special blessing in the codified ritual'3!. According to
Armenian tradition, Gregory himself introduced this use of salt in
order immediately to distinguish Christian from pagan sacrifices!32.
At Sis, the unionists declared that salt was used at Gregory’s command
in reply to the accusation that this custom, too, was Jewish'?3. In
fact, the use of salt in sacrifices, although the reasons for it dlffered
was practically universal. It was certainly an essential requirement
in the Jewish rite — “‘with all thy sacrifices shalt thou offer salt’ 34,
But it was no less essential in the rites of the Greeks, of the Romans,
and throughout the pagan near east'3%.

The truth of the matter was that matal, as many another Christian
custom, included elements from a diversity of sources, which, whether
accepted by the official church or only by “the less educated”, in the
end made of it something specifically Armenian with deep roots in
the life of the people. lts practice persisted long after the periods
discussed here. Conybeare found it being practised at the beginning of
the present century and noticed, too, as did Tixeront a little later,
how its practice had spread to other Christian communities in Georgia,
Syria and Mesopotamia ! *®. It was then not unknown among Catholic
Armenians, although they were often quick to point out that their
matal, ‘“‘the only authentic version”, required no more than the but-
chering of the animal with the minimum of ceremony, followed by the
immediate distribution of its flesh in alms to the crowds who would
immediately gather for that purpose!3”. Within the Apostolic Church,

130 Mansi, vol. 25, cols. 1227E, 1228C.

131 See /bove, p. 426.

132 K |rAKOS ch. 2 (Brosset, p. 7); VARDAN, p. 51; cf. CAPPELLETTI, p. 40; CONYBEARE,
Rituale Armenorum, p. 79.

133 Mansl, vol. 25, col. 1227A, 1228B.

134 Leviticus, 11.3; for references to salt in the Jewish rite, see L.1. RaBiNOWITZ,
“Sait”, Encyclopaedia Judaica vol. 14 (1971), cols. 710-711.

135 Cf, e.g. “ante aras spargisque mola caput improbe sala”, HoraTu FLacCl Satirae
ILiii.200: P. VERGILII MaRoONis Eclogae VIIL.81-85; see A.E. CRawLEY, “Salt”’, ERE
vol. 8, p. 592.

136 See CONYBEARE, Key of Truth, p. cxxviii; ID., Rituale Armenorum, p. 80, note a,
p. 84, note d; cf. Tixeront, p. 88.

137 See TOURNEBIZE, Histoire, p. 592-593; M. D. GIRARD, ‘“'Les ‘Madag’ ou sacrifices
arméniens”, ROC 7 (1902), p. 411-413.
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meanwhile. matal had acquired an added public importance, becoming
the focus of intercessionary prayers in times of drought, famine or
other disaster. On the occasion of a drought that struck Marsivan
(about 150 miles north-east of Ankara) in 1887. the chosen victim,
elaborately decorated, was taken in procession led by a choir. ac-
companied by the local notables and followed by the townspeople.
It was brought to the door of the church where it was received by the
chief clergy when, after the ceremonial rite had been celebrated, it
was sacrificed on the tomb, said to be of three martyrs, in the town’s
cemetery '*®. On such an occasion, those who could took the blood
to smear the doorposts of their houses, just as they had done in the
past, though the smear might often be in the shape of a cross!3°.

Yet this was no longer the world of Sahak or of Nerses, not even the
world of Galano. Armenians in the United States begged the Catholicus
to discourage his flock from this ““barbarous behaviour™. He responded
by an instruction that matal be only practised in villages and in those,
moreover, exclusively inhabited by Apostolic Church members: this
was not the first instruction of its kind, and maia/ did gradually
become restricted in this way'4°. However, this restriction did not
cause matal to die out : Conybeare and Tixeront had not merely seen
its last examples. It was being practised in Turkish Armenia at least
as late as the First World War!#!. It is no less remarkable that in
those later years the codified ritual, the Canon of Dominical Blessing,
had scarcely changed. It had however, acquired an additional invo-
cation: “Thou has deigned to accept, o Lord, that our nation hath
worshipped thee by preparing feasts and by offering sacrifices™ 142,
It cannot be forgotten that in those days many of that nation were them-
selves being cruelly sacrificed. Their sufferings then (and later) might
well recall the cry of an Armenian martyr more than a thousand
years before : “Lord, to-day, St. George’s Day, I have been used to
offer you a ram; now, in place of that sacrifice, I am offering myself
for the glory of thy name™ 143,

138 See GIRARD, p. 415-416, p. 417.
'3 See GIRARD, p. 419; CONYBEARE, RHR p. 112.
149 See GIRARD, p. 417-418 ; TOURNEBIZE, Histoire, p. 592.

141 See NLE. & H, BUXTON, Travels and Politics in Armenia. London (1914), p. 77-78.
142 See GIRARD, p. 415.

143 See Bore, p, 132,
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BYZANTINE ORTHODOXY AND THE
“PRELIMINARY FAST” OF THE ARMENIANS

Byzantine hostility towards the Armenian Church was chiefly expressed,
as is well enough known, in the centuries of dispute from the time wheén
the Armenians, at first immersed in their own affairs, came to hear at the
beginning of the sixth century what the doctrine was on the nature of
Christ pronounced at the Council of Chalcedon®. However, by then,
there also existed Armenian rites and customs which would provoke dis-
putes hardly less divise than theological differences. One such custom,
known to exist at least from the end of the fourth or from the beginning
of the fifth century, was the fast of argjavor, meaning the “first” or “pre-
liminary fast?.. It was observed in the week preceding the Sunday called
dod@tov (“of the Prodigal Son”) by the Byzantines — the Septuagesima
of the Latins. By the Armenians it was called “Penultimate Sunday” be-
cause it was two Sundays back from the Sunday (the Latin Quinquage-
sima) following which Lent began®. The fast of arajavor was observed from
the Monday of its week; it ended on the Friday, when special prayers com-
memorated the preaching of Jonah to the people of Niniveh. On the Sa-
turday was celebrated the feast of St. Sergius, by whose name, in its Ar-
menian form “Sarkis”, the whole week of arajavor was often known. There
followed two weeks of complete freedom from fasting, the period of so-

* Abbreviations:
MPG:  J. P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus, series graeca-latina, 165 vols., Paris (1857 -
1886).

Mansi:  J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et emplissima collestio 31 vols, Florence & Venice
(1759 - 1798).

1. See e.g. M. Ormanian, The Church in Armenia, London (1912), pp. 34 - 35; Serarpie Der Ners-
sesian, Armenians and the Byzantine Empire, Cambridge (1947), p. 38.

2. 1. e.wn.wga.un/?— transliteration according to R. Godel, 4dn Introdustion to the Study of Clas-
sical Armenian, Wiesbaden (1975), p. 9; his symbol “}” corresponds to the English “ as in joy.

3. See comparative tables in V. Grumel, La Chronologie ( Traité d’études byzantines, ed. P, Lemerle,
vol. 1), Paris (1958), p. 320, pp. 328 - 329.
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called “carnival” (barekendan ) which separated the arajavor fast from Lents.
The Armenians were not alone in fasting that week. A similar five day
fast, called by them the “Fast of the Ninivites” was kept by the monophy-
sites of Egypt and Syria — the Copts and the Jacobites — and by Nesto-
rian congregations. The Copts called the Thursday of their fast the “Pas-
sover of the Ninivites” in commemoration of the Lord’s forbearance to-
wards Niniveh; the Nestorians, in the same sense, called that Thursday
“The Day of the Act of Grace”. The Jacobites ended their fast with a
memorial service for departed clergy®. Yet it was only against the Arme-
nians that Byzantine attacks were directed for this custom of fasting in
the week preceding the Sunday of the Prodigal Son. It was not acciden-
tal, such attacks would assert in their more aggressive form, that the fast
of arajavor and the commemoration of Sergius were so intimately connect-
ed. The word “arajavor”, ordinarily ariziburion in Greek’; had originally,
it was alleged, not been the name of a fast at all but that of a dog while

Sergius, to whom the Saturday following the fast or perhaps the whole
fast was dedicated, had been that dog’s master. And this Sergius, far from
having been a saint, had been a notorious preacher of heresy. Now, it
had been his wont as he approached some town or village in the course
of spreading his heresy, to send his dog preliminary to his arrival — hence"
its name — so that the inhabitants might be warned and make suitable
preparations to receive him. The dog was his “forerunner”. Perhaps the
intention also was to allege a blasphemous imitation of Jesus and John
the Baptist. Such an allegation could have been inspired by some know-
ledge of a passage in the canons of the catholicus, or Armenian patriarch,
Sahak (Isaac I, c. 387 - c. 439), a passage possibly meaning that in his
day it had been John the Baptist who was commemorated at the end of
the arajavor®. ‘In any event, the story went on to relate how on one oc-
casion Sergius discovered that the dog had not arrived, and learnt to his

4. See Tondini de Quarenghi, “Notices sur le calendrier liturgique de la nation arménienne”,
Bessarione, séric'2, vol. 9 (1906), p. 284, série 3, vol. I (1906), p. 75 and note 2.

5. Grumel, p. 333, p. 341.

6. Ibid., p. 337.

7. See C. Du Cange, Glossarium ad scriptores mediae et infimae Graecitatis, Lyons (1688), vol. 1, p. 126;
cf. J. Gouillard, “Gagik II defenseur de la foi arménienne”, Travaux et Mémoires T (1979), p. 413,
note 82.

8. See F. C. Conybeare, “The Armenian Canons of St. Sahak, Catholicos of Armenia”, Ame-
rican Journal of Theology 2 (1898), p. 842; cf, Idem, The Key of Truth, Oxdord (1898), p. lxxxv; Onna-
nian, p. 166.
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sorrow that it had been devoured by a wolf. He thereupon instituted a
five day fast of mourning in its name. '
The story of Sergius and his dog was frequently told. It appeared, for
example, perhaps towards the middle of the twelfth century, perhaps ra-
ther earlier, in the course of a diatribe against his former coreligionists
by a certain Isaac, self-styled catholicus, a convert to Byzantine ortho-
doxy®. It was repeated, with slight variations, in a didactic poem on the
correct observance of fasts by the Byzantine patriarch Lucas Chrysoberges
(1156 - 1169)°, Sergius and his dog also enjoyed a sort of official status.
Their story appeared, exactly as Isaac toldit, in a chapter on various Arme-
nian beliefs and practices among the many chapters of the Panoplia, a work
compiled at the behest of the emperor Alexius I Comnenus (1081 - 1118),
who wished to have a complete description of all the heresies supposedly
threatening orthodoxy as understood at Comnstantinople'. The story of
Sergius and his dog was not the only reason the Byzantines gave for attack-
ing the fast. According to Anastasius, archbishop of Caesarea in Palestine
towards the end of the end of the eleventh century, it was disgraceful,
apart from Sergius and his dog, that it should be kept at all because in
the first place it was completely invalid: it had not been authorised by the
Apostles, the Fathers, or at the Council of Nicea. It was also an absurdity
because the Armenians themselves could not agree why they kept it. While
it night well be for a little dog which had belonged to a bishop of theirs,
there were some who believed that it was in memory of a certain Sergius
or Argius, without knowing more of him than his name; some believed
that it was in mourning for Adam in memory of his expulsion from paradise,
some that they were commemorating the fast of the Ninivites, while there
were some who fasted without knowing or caring what the reasons might
have been!?. Isaac Catholicus repeated these contradictory explanations,.

9. Isaaci Armeniae Catholici oratio invectiva I adversus Armenios, MPG vol. 132, col. 1204B; on Isaac’s
alleged catholicate, see N. G. Garsoian, The Paulician Heresy Paris — The Hague (1967), p. 104,
note 86; F. Tournebize, Histoire politique et religieuse de I’ Arménie, Paris (1910), p. 247, note 1; on the
date of the oratio, see Gouillard, p. 414 and note 85.

10. Lucae Chrysobergis Cp. Patriarcha De Diactae, ed. K. Duovouniotis, Néog ‘EAAnyvopviipev(1922),
p. 205 line 170 - p. 206, line 189.

11. Euthemii Zigabeni Panoplia Dogmatica, MPG vol. 130, col. 1189A - C; on Alexius in this context,
see F. Chalandon, Essai sur le régne d’ Alexis I-er Comnéne ( Les Comnénes, vol. 1), Paris(1900), pp. 316 -
320.

12. Anastasii episcopi Caesariensis De impia pessimorum Armeniorum religione, MPG vol. 1, cols. 657B-
D; Idem, De jejunio §S Deiparae, MPG vol. 127, col. 521B.
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and added for good measure how there were Armenians to be found who
believed that this fast of theirs had something to do with the baptism of
Constantine the Great®®, It was not suprising, and hardly a matter for
blame, if Armenians no less than other congregations kept a custom wi-
thout the need of an explanation, but simply because their church had so
ordained it, nor that their should have been different traditions attached
to it. The Byzantines themselves were confused over the one seemingly
indisputable point — exactly when it was held: some thought there were
two fasts — one held before Theophany (the Armenian Epiphany), and
another for the Ninivites held either “during the first of the two meatless
weeks”, that is after droxpeng (Sexagesima) Sunday, actually the second
week of the Armenian “carnival”®, or in the week before it — this latter
on no less an authority than the famous twelfth century canonist Theo-
dore Balsamon®. On one point, of course, the Byzantines had no doubts:
this fast, whenever it took place and whatever its title, was to be unre-
servedly denounced. There were those, indeed, who held that it was one
of the customs against which a specific anathema had to be delivered by
every prospective Armenian convert to Chalcedon®. In order, however,
to consider the particular accusation that the arajavor was nothing but
the commemoration of a heretic and his dog, it is first necessary to recall
what origins and aims Armenians did ascribe to it, as distinct from those
ascribed by their Byzantine opponents.

It is true that, while not unnaturally at one in denying the Byzantine
story of Sergius, Armenians did give different explanations of what the
fast was really about. In 1064, Gagik II of Kars ended his “Profession of
Faith” addressed to the emperor Constantine X with a fervent defence
of the fast, “because the Romans (i.e. Byzantines) are deeply at odds with
our people over this question, which has produced disharmony and fre-
quent disputes”. Yet this fast was no different from that of Lent: “the an-
cients, aware of the weakness of human nature, did nothing but separate
it from the latter”. This, declared Gagik, was sufficient explanation of its
establishment. But it had another meaning: it was said to be in expiation

13. Isaaci Armenize Catholici oratio invectiva II adversus Armenios, MPG vol., 132, col. 1233C.

14. Niconis Monaci De jejunio SS Deiparae, MPG vol. 127, col. 529B.

15. Theodori Balsamani, Zonarac Aristeni commentaria in Canones SS Apostolorum, Conciliorum et in
epistolas canonicas SS Patrum, Responsum LXIX, MPG vol. 137, col. 177A.

16. See Isaaci Armeniae Catholici De Rebus Armeniae, MPG vol. 132, cols, 1260D - 1261A.
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of the transgression of man through his five senses in the terrestial paradise.
It was this transgression which was the cause of the first and fundamen-
tal fast practised by Christians, leading to a higher abstinence — that of
LentY. Gagik added two more meanings: that the fast was a reminder of
how the Ninivites fasted for five days in atonement for their sins thus saving
their city from destruction, and of how St. Cyril, “patriarch of Jerusalem”,
ordained meditation through a five day fast before receiving baptism. There
were yet more reasons for the fast; but they were superflous: to mention
them, he feared, “would only be boring”. In any event, no one could be
blameworthy for an abstinece of five days®. It was true, he continued, that
the Saturday immediately after the fast was celebrated as a saint’s day,
but this had nothing to do with the Sarkis called “the donkey driver who
caused his dog to be worshipped”. The celebration was in honour of St.
Sarkis the Martyr, “sacrificed by the descendants of Hagar, the children
of Muhammad, in the land of Bagrevant during the reign of Theodosius”.
Gagik finished his profession with this appeal: “May all our words be
heard as a clear profession of faith, and thus also those which we have
here spoken on the subject of the fast in the first week after Septuagesima,
a fast peculiarly ours. We have been firm in that belief until to-day, and
we shall persist in it until the end, now and forever”®. It cannot but be
noticed that in the course of defending the arajavor Gagik was guilty of
strange errors. It is difficult to offer an explanation for his placing the
fast, which he presumably kept himself, in the week following Septuage-
sima Sunday instead of in the week preceding it. Then, his heretical Sar-
kis or Sergius who not only owned a dog but drove a donkey too does not
seem to have appeared in Byzantine accusations. Again, there was his
contention that during the reign of the emperor Theodosius I (379 - 395) —
or of Theodosius II (408 - 450) — there were to be found not only Arabs,
in itself not impossible, but Muslim Arabs in central Armenia, Bagrevand
was a province between Lake Van and the Araxes river, and that it was
they who were responsible for the martyrdom of Sergius. It may have been
that here Gagik was relying on an account by the catholicus Hovhannes
(John) I Mandakouni (478 - 490) according to which Sergius had been

17. Matthew of Edessa, ch. 93; trans. E. Dulaurier, Chronigue de Matthieu d*Edesse (962 - 1136),
p. 149.

18. Ibid., p. 150.

19. Ibid., p. 150.
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martyred by “the king of the Arabs” whom Gagik proceeded to call “the
children of Muhammad” untroubled by any anachronism®. Lastly, Cyril
was the bishop of Jerusalem (348/9 - 387) and not her patriarch, since
the patriarchate was only established after the Council of Chalcedon.

It has therefore to be asked in the light of these errors how much should
Gagik s defence itself be trusted; how far, in the first place, can his various
explanations of the fast, of its origins and purpose, be supported from other
Armenian sources. Explanations of the fast are to be found in a tenth cen-
tury commentary on the fozapatchar, or Armenian lectionary, explanations
which draw on earlier traditions®. According to one such, Cyril of Je-
rusalem baptised on the Nativity and the Epiphany of Christ. It was then
that he prepared converts for baptism, it was then that the Cross appeared
and numbers of the faithful declared their wish to be baptised. Cyril wel-
comed them and instituted a fast of three weeks before Lent began. But
because the laity complained of the punishing length of Lent, Cyril was
forced to reduce the length of the fast by two weeks of carnival (bareken-
dan )®. Another explanation had it that Cyril fixed the length of his pre-
Lenten fast when he was baptising his converts, but following a protest
from a particular group of them: when he demanded a three week fast
before Lent, there were Jews among them “who protested that the Chris-
tian religion was too severe — they had to fast for half the year. Made
aware of this, the saintly bishop, while keeping the first of the supplemen-
tary weeks imposed, authorised the breaking of the fast during the two
others. Such was the origin of the week of the fast arajavor and of the two
weeks of abundance or carnival”®. A third, quite different, explanation
was given in a “History of St. Cyril, Patriarch of Jerusalem”, — part of
a tonakan, or “Book of Feasts” (the subject of the tonapatchar) — according
to which the intention had been not to purify the souls of the newly hap-
tised, or of those about to be baptised, but to ensure that Lent was pro-
perly kept:

20. See Goﬁ'illard, p; 415, note 97; for Mandakouni’s account, see P. Peeters, “La passion armé-
nienne de S. Serge le Stratélate”, Recherches d’histoire et de philologie orientales, ( Subsidia Hagiographica
27) Brussels (1951), pp. 30-31.

21. For probable authors and dates of recension, see C. Renoux, “Les fétes et les Saints de I’ E-
glise arménienne’'de N. Adontz”, Revue des études arméniennes 14 (1980), pp. 292 - 294 and note 19,
p. 295; on the tonapatehar see p. 288, note 4; cf. N, Adontz, as cited here, in Revue de Porient chrétien,
6/26(1927 - 28), p. 94.

22. Renoux, pp. 295 - 296, and see his notes 31, 32 & 33; Adontz, pp. 87 - 88.
23. Renoux, p. 296, note 35,
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“St., Cyril ordained seven week of Lent; ten weeks had been ordained
by the holy apostles: from the preliminary (sc. fast) until Easter — se-
venty days. But they were voluntary: for whomsoever it was hard to
fast, and for whomsoever it was impossible, they were not obligatory.
Now St. Cyril ordained two weeks of carnival and seven weeks of
holy fasting; because of this all Christians accepted it and do fast
in holiness”*.

Presumably the result of Cyril’s reform as described here if not explicitly
stated, was the same as that given in other explanations: after Theophany
and before Lent there would be one week of fasting and two of “abun-
dance”. Tt will be seen, therefore, that the commentary and the “History”
together can support both Gagik’s chief defence — that the arajavor was
essentially no more than part of Lent and — for Gagik a relatively minor
argument — that it was instituted by Cyril of Jerusalem on the occasion
of his baptisms. '
To what extent do these explanations reflect a historical reality? There
can be no doubt that the arajavor was thought of as a part of Lent. It
heralded its approach: this was one reason why it was called the “preli-
minary” fast. During its course homilies proper to Lent would begin to
be delivered while in place of the eucharist, which could not be celebrated
on fast days, psalms and passages from the scriptures would be read at
midday according to the Lenten order®. There was, moreover, also an
indication that at some time, in some congregations, arajavor had really
been continuous with Lent: in the eighth century there were still Arme-
nians known to observe an arajavor of three weeks®. Nor is it unreasonable
to suppose that a custom resulting in an unbroken ten weeks of fasting would
be too rigorous a one for the majority even though, as was generally ac-
cepted, fasting was less strict on Saturdays and Sundays. However, the
claim that it was Cyril who had ameliorated the hardship, as a concession
to converts or otherwise, is one rather weakened by the unreliability of its
sources in other respects. Thus, as has already been noticed, Cyril could

94, E. Bihain, “Une vie arménienne de S. Cyrilie de Jérusalem”, Le Muséon 76 (1963), p. 347;
on the apostolic origins of Lent, see ibid., p. 333; Adontz, p. 257.

25, See N. Nilles, Kalendarium manuale utriusque ecclesiae orientalis et occidentalis academiis clericorum
accommodatum, Innsbruck (1897), vol. 2, p. 559; cf. F. C. Conybeare, Rituale Armenorum, Oxford
(1905) p. 508.

26. See Renoux, p. 300, note 58.

[229]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

not have been a patriarch. It is true that the story of his missionary succes-
ses helped by the appearance of the cross, his particular success with Je-
wish converts together with the reason why they might have complained
as they were supposed to have done, and the custom of imposing a fast
on the occasion of baptism, are all supported, directly or indirectly, by
other sources?. But nowhere else are these events connected with the Feast
of Theophany®. On the contrary, the appearance of the cross to Cyril
was celebrated by the Armenian Church on the fourth Sunday after Ea-
ster®. Finally, the very commentary which credited Cyril with the esta-
blishment of the fast, also reported the contradictory claim that it was
not he but “James the first bishop (of Jerusalem) and brother of our Lord
who established the week of arajavor, which people think to attribute
to Cyril who occupied the same see”™. It is probable that both claims arose
from a deeply rooted, if not always a consistent tradition that not only
the arajavor, but many other elements of Armenian ritual or custom had
had their core in Jerusalem, whence they had been received in their
completed form either from James or from Cyril, her most famous
bishops?®.

In any event, Gagik had proposed two further explanations. One re-
ferred to what has already been mentioned — that Armenians did thus
commemorate the fast of the Ninivites, an element of the arajavor suffi-
ciently well known to attact the attention of its detractors. The other,
however, was as far as we know entirely original: that the five days of strict
fasting corresponded to the five bodily senses through which man had
first sinned. Perhaps it was this explanation which inspired Anastasius of
Caesarea and Isaac Catholicus to attribute to Armenians the belief that
the fast was kept in mourning for Adam’s expulsion from paradise. But
it is harder to guess what it was that had inspired Gagik. There are in-

27. See e.g. Sancti Cyrilli epistola ad Constantinum, MPG vol. 33, col., 1169B; Alexandri Monachi De
venerandae ac vivificae crucis inventio, MPG vol. 87, part 3, col 4069A - D; Theophanis Chronographia, ed.
C. De Boor; Leipzig (1883), vol. 1, p. 42, lines 4 - 6; for conversion of Jews, see Hermas Sozomeni
Historia Ecclesiastica TV.v.5, ed. J. Bidez & J. C. Hansen, Sozomenus Kirchengeschichte, Berlin (1960),
p. 143, lines 11 - 12 (MPG vol. 67, col. 1117C); on the substance of their complaint, cf. the total
of Armenian fast days in Ormanian, p. 179, in Tournebize, p. 642; on fasting and baptism, see
Gouillard, p. 414 and note 89.

28. See Renoux, p. 295, note 33.

29. See Grumel, p. 329.

. 30. See Renoux, p. 299, note 48.
31. See Renoux, p. 305, p. 325 and note 16, pp. 333 - 334, p. 339.
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stances of a five day fast being given a symbolic meaning. The Armenian
theologian Grigor Arsharouni (late seventh — early eighth century) is
supposed to have given one such meaning to the arajavor; according to
him, its five strict days were kept in honour of the five patriarchs®. The
catholicus John of Odzun (Hovhannes III) during his address to the Sy-
nod of Dvin in the year 720 spoke of “the five tortures of Scripture: fire,
tears, harsh noise, darkness, worms”, in order to emphasise the importance
of distinguishing between strict weekday fasts, symbolised by these five
tortures, and the relief from them in the comparative indulgence on Sa-
turdays and Sundays®. By a stretch of the imagination, these tortures
might be associated with the five senses; touch with the fire that burns,
taste with the salt of tears, hearing with the sound of harsh noise, sight
with the affliction of darkness, smell with the worms of corruption Ho-
wever, it was not of the arajavor that the catholicus was speaking but of
the five strict days in each week of Lent. Similarly it was with Lent that
the five senses were associated by John of Damascus (early ninth century)
when purporting to quote from Severus, monophysite patriarch of An-
tioch. In a homily for the beginning of Lent Severus had spoken not of
five but of four senses “those in the head and in the face — hearing, taste,
sight, smell through which, as through servants, the intellect exercises
its authority®. According to John, however, this “arch - heretic” in the
course of his inaugural address had explained how it was not through four,
but through five senses that sin found an entry: hearing, speech, sight,
touch and taste were each cleansed eight times during Lent and so complet-
ed its forty days. This explanation showed, so went John s argument, “that
all heretics in their folly kept a Lent of eight weeks”?. This allegation of an
extra week for Lent could have been an allusion to the week of arajavor
and to the parallel week so kept, as we have noticed, by other eastern com-
munities. It may be that there was indeed a connection between these
two instances and Gagik’s explanation of the five day fast as the fast of
five senses, precisely because of its connection with Lent. But whatever his

32. See Conybeare, Rituale Armenorum, pp. 515 - 516.

33. J. B. Aucher, Domini Fohannis Philosophi Ozniensis Armeniorum Catholici Opera, Venice (1834),
p. 36 (text), p. 37 (translation).

34. See M. Briére, “Les homélies de St. Sévére d’Antioche”, Patrologia Orientalis 8 (1911), p. 379
(Homily LXVIII).

35. Foannis Damascenis De Sacris jejuniis, MPG vol. 95, col. 76C; cf. Gouillard, p. 414.
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sources, his meaning was clear: the arajavor, while a “step towards Lent”,
was first and foremost the original fast kept by Christians. It was for this
reason that it was called “preliminary”.

An explanation of why the arajavor was the original fast and thus got
its name was given by Nerses IV Shnorhali (“the Gracious”) a little be-
fore he succeeded to the catholicate in 1166. His explanation was included
in a comprehensive defence of Armenian beliefs and customs composed in
reply to an enquiry by the general commanding the armies of the emperor
Manuel I3, According to this explanation, the fast was enjoined upon the
faithful with the establishment of Christianity in Armenia by St. Gregory
the Illuminator, who became her first catholicus (302 - 325), after he had
miraculously survived persecution by Tiridates III (298 - 330), the last
pagan king®. An account of Gregory s life and achievements by the fifth
century historian Agathangelos told how Gregory was imprisoned in a-
pit without food or water in a final attempt at forcing him to worship
Armenia’s pagan gods and how, after a seemingly impossible length of
time, he was brought up alive and begged by Tiridates to be released from
the punishment divinely imposed upon him, and upon his followers, for
so persecuting him®, According to Nerses, the penance they had then to
undergo was the five day fast: '

“It is called preliminary”, he explained, “because it was the first one
in Armenia to be established, and for the following reason: When St.
Gregory our Illuminator came out of the pit, Tiridates, the king of
the Armenians, who by divine punishment had been turned into the
shape of a pig, together with his nobles and soldiers, all possessed by
an evil spirit, gathered before him. Then did the holy preacher in-
stitute for them a fast forbidding them to take any kind of nourish-
ment during the space of five days. And so they were healed. It
was, indeed, this very same fast which, for the reason explained,
had been instituted before all other fasts, that St. Gregory our Illu-

36. For the date see, R. Devreesse, “Negotiations ecclésiatiques arménobyzantines au XIITe
sidcle”, Atti del V congresso internazionale di studi bizantini vol. 1, Rome (1939), p. 148.

37, These are the traditional dates, butsee R, H. Hewsan, “The Successors of Tiridates the Great”,
Revue des dtudes arméniennes 13 (1978 - 79), p. 118, p. 121, p. 126.

38. See V. Langlois, “Histoire du régne de Tiridate et de la prédication de Saint Grégoire I'Il-
luminateur”, Collection des historiens anciens et modernes de I’ Arménie vol. 1, Paris (1867), pp. 105 - 194.
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minator enjoined Armenian congregations to hold every year in
order to keep and observe the memory of this blessing of God’s de-
clared by it®. '

This explanation was repeated by the thirteenth century historian Kirakos
of Gandzak who put more clearly what Nerses probably meant: how it
was no less in thanks for his release that Gregory instituted the fast®. Var-
dan the Great, a near contemporary of Kirakos, related in his “Universal
History” how a “misadventure” befell Tiridates in the fifteenth year of
his reign, how thereupon Gregory was brought out of the pit and procee-
ded to institute a fast of five days and how, after sixty days of preaching,
“he freed his country from the worship of devils”, that is to say how Chris-
tianity became the established religion of Armenia.

The miraculous elements of this story need not, of course, necessarily
cast doubt on the attribution of the fast to Gregory whether in thanks for
his release or for some other reason, Agathangelos, although he did not
mention a five day fast directly, did mention a period of sixty days and,
together in the same passage, a period-of sixty-five days, during which
Tiridates and his followers had to repent their sins by fasting before they
could become acceptable converts®?. It was that fast which the catholicus
John VI (1727-1734), in a history of Gregory almost wholly derived from
Agathangelos, compared to the fast of the Ninivites®. It is not unreaso-
nable to suppose that the sixty days of Agathangelos referred to the period
required for freeing Armenia “from the worship of devils”, while his ad-
ditional five days refered to the arajavor. Certainly, it is probable enough
that the founder of an established church in Armenia was also the founder
of some of its customs. Sahak recorded a number of such, a list generally
considered reliable, whatever reservations there may be regarding the
claim of a contemporary commentator that Sahak had recorded them
exactly as they had been institued by Gregory, only translating their des-
cription from Greek into Armenian®. We have seen that among them

39. See J. Cappelletti, §. Nersetis Clajensis Armeniorum Catholici Opera Venice (1833) vol. 1, p.
193; cf, 1. E. Troitsky, An Elusidation of the Dogma of the Armenian Churck, St. Petersburg (1875), pp.
216 - 217 (in Russian),

40. See M. Brosset, Deux historiens arméniens, vol. 1, St. Petersburg (1870), pp. 72 - 73.

41, See N, Q. Emin, The Universal History of Vardan the Great, Moscow (1861), p. 48 (in Russian).

42. Langlois, p. 153.

43, See S. C. Malan, The Life and Times of Gregory the Illuminator, London (1868), p. 239.
44, Conybeare, American Journal of Theology, p. 843.

[233]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

was mentioned a preliminary fast, albeit in connection with John the Bap-
tistis, There need not necessarily be any contradiction between the attri-
bution of the fast to Gregory and other explanations of its meaning and
origin. Nerses himself, for example, in a further defence of Armenian cus-
toms, this time addressed to the emperor, explained that “preliminary”
also meant “preceding Lent” and then repeated his account of its insti-
tution®®. Similarly, it may be that the fast had been instituted by Gregory
while Cyril of Jerusalem had ordained a break between it and Lent. Ano-
ther possibility: which would fit the sources is that the fast existed much
earlier — hence the reference to “James, brother of our Lord” — and
had been revived by Gregory when he had revived Armenia’s ailing Chris-
tianity, while Gagik’s “fast of the five senses” was an additional meaning
it had in Gagik’s own day.

Whether such speculation be profitable or no, whether it be possible or
no to reconcile the different explanations which have been noticed, in
two respects Nerses did not differ in the least from Gagik. Firstly, Nerses
agreed that the fast had been long associated with the Ninivites#’. Secondly,
and more importantly, he indignantly rejected any connection between
the fast and a heretical preacher called Sergius “as in foolish stories by
ignorant people”. In fact, there had never been such a person:

“We have no memory of such a Sergius”, he declared, “even less than
of the Chimera, for while the latter does not exist the name does
occur — while this Sergius has neither existence nor name among
our people; if somewhere or other there were such a one (utterly un-
known to us) the Catholic Church would have anathemised him,
his ass, his dog, and anyone who gave him recognition or accepted
him. But no one among our people has heard his name. It is only
the Greeks who speak of this to slander us™®,

However, just as this repudiation of Sergius the heretic was more empha-
tic than Gagik’s, so was the account Nerses gave of the Sergius the Arme-
nians did revere more convincing. To begin with, it was set in a more

45. Ibid., p. 842.
. 46. Cappelletti, vol., p. 229.
47. Cappelletti, vol. 1, p. 193,
48. Cappelletti, vol. 1, pp. 192 - 193; Troisky, P. 216; cf. Garsoian, pp. 146-7.
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believable historical framework: this Sergius, explained Nerses, had been
a Christian general in the time of Constantine I and of his immediate
successors. “But when the godless Julian came to the throne (Julian-the
Apostate, 361 - 363) Sergius suffered persecution and went off to Persia,
to King Sapor (Shapur II, 310-379). There, because he succeeded in
turning many of the army to the Christian faith, that same King Sapor
granted him and his son the martyr’s crown™®. Since his martyrdom (con-
tinued Nerses) fell on January 30th, it was customary to celebrate his
memory on the Saturday following the fast of arajavor®. Then, this ac-
count was essentially supported by a somewhat longer one in the Arme-
nian calendar of saints. The only serious discrepancy was that the Arme-
nian date for the martyrdom, 24th Aratz, was given as corresponding to
January 31st, But Nerses evidently felt that the importance of the mar-
tyred Sergius for the Armenians needed yet further elucidation. Suppos-
edly in response to the request of a Syrian bishop who wanted to know
more about the saint the Armenians so assiduously commemorated, he
expanded the material at his disposal into a fullblown hagiography, mainly
by putting long speeches into the mouths of the principal characters®.
And in order to illustrate the indisputably Armenian status of his hero,
he related how Sergius enjoined upon his Persian converts a custom well
enough known to them but, in a Christian context, peculiarly Armenian —
the custom of animal sacrifice:

“In thanking God he never simply offered the purity of his own ra-
tional soul, but accompanied this always with the sacrifice of irra-
tional animals, which he distributed as food for the poor and the
indigent, following the custom handed down to him by his fathers.
He constantly taught everyone to perform animal sacrifice: a gift
from God, for the poor and the hungry to have food™.

49, On sources available to Nerses, see Peeters, passim.

50. Cappelletti, vol. 1, p. 193; Troitsky, p. 217.

51. G. Bayan, “Le synaxaire arménien de Ter Israél”, Pairologia Orientalis 19 (1926), pp. 120 -
123; cf. Tondini de Quarenghi, p. 76.

52, See Cappelletti, vol. 2, pp. 176 - 196.

53, Cappelletti, vol. 2, p. 183; cf. Peeters, pp. 28 - 29, p. 31; on the custom of Armenian animal
sacrifice or matal, see J. Tixeront, “Le rite du matal”, Bulletin d’ancienne littérature et d’archéologie
chrétienne 3 (1913), pp. 81 - 94; see also my “Animal Sacrifice in the Armenian Church” Revue des
études arméniennes 16 (1982), pp. 417 - 449.
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In order, however, to understand the full importance of the fast, it is
also necessary to consider it in relation to the whole system of Armenian
fasts and feasts. This system, except for certain immoveable festivals, was
governed not only by dates but also by days of the week, a principle as old
as the establishment of Christianity in Armenia®. Sunday, the day of
resurrection, was consecrated to the celebration of that event, with the
possibility of adding the celebration of other events judged “dominical”:
those associated with the Virgin, the Incarnation, the Cross and the Church
itself; but a saint’s day could not be joined to it. For these, Fridays and
Wednesdays were also excluded as days of penitence and fasting. Both
those days could be abrogated for a dominical feast but never for that of
a saint, for whose celebration there were thus only four days left. Yet even
they were not unconditionally available. Any dominical feast, or any
fast, which fell on a Monday, Tuesday or Thursday took precedence over
any saint; on a Saturday only some special fast could so interfere. This
was why, since obviously a saint who was also a2 martyr had a higher sta-
tus than other saints, the celebration of St. Sergius took place on a Sa-
turday when a fast had just ended, whether it coincided with the day
of his martyrdom or no. Generally, each of these three categories — do-
minical feasts, saints’ days, days of abstinence or of fasting — kept in their
offices their own exclusive character, incapable of being* assimilated or
Joined to those of the others®. Within this system, the arajavor inaugurat-
ed a particular section of the liturgical calendar. This was the so-called
“Great Easter Period”, which ended on the Feast of the Transfiguration,
the seventh Sunday after Pentecost’®. Depending on the date of Easter,
the Arajavori Keraki, the Sunday which heralded the fast, could fall bet-
ween January 11th and February 14th (in a leap year February 15th) of
the common calendar, while the Feast of the Transfiguration could fall
earlier or later within corresponding limits. The mobility of the Great
Easter Period affected the liturgical calendar before it and after it. If]
for example, Arajavori Keraki fell, in the extreme case, at or very near
January 11th, the system required that the weeks between it and Theo-
phany thus lost be bodily shifted, with all their saints’ days and appro-
priate daily offices in their correct places, to the period between the Feast

54. See Tondini de Quarenghi, P. 279; on immoveable festivals, see Ormanian, p. 189.
55. Tondini de Quarenghi, p. 73, pp. 280 ~281, p. 288; cf. Ormanian, p. 181.
56. See Ormanian, p. 186,
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of Transfiguration and the next fixed feast, that of the Assumption, a pe-
riod then at its longest. If, on the contrary, Arajavori Keraki fell close to
its last possible date, then the opposite process had to take place: the li-
turgical weeks between the Transfiguration and the Assumption had to be
shifted to the period between the fixed feast of Theophany and the ara-
javor®”. The whole complex system had become well established at least
by the twelfth century®. But in the medieval Armenian Church, and un-
til comparatlvely recent times, the precise way in which the affected weeks
had be shifted was the prerogative of the local bishop, frequently leading
to a lack of uniformity in the Church as a whole®. The only agreement in
a given year for the period between Theophany and Assumption would
be the date of Easter, of the Transfiguration and of the arajavor accor-
dingly, the last no less than the other two a lynch pin. of the system. It
will be seen, therefore, how its inauguration of the Great Easter Period
was another function in virtue of which the fast could be said to justify
its name, and how. this function was important for Armenians, apart from
the sanctity conferred upon it by the martyrdom of Sergius and the au-
thority it derived from its establishment whether by Cyril or by Gregory.

However, be the reasons what they may for calling the fast “prelimi-
nary”, be it impossible finally to determine its origins or its primary mean-
ing, one aspect remained indisputable: inveterate Byzantine hostility in-
capable of a simple explanation, except in the general sense of the ho-
stility that might be expected towards congregations not in communion
with Constantinople. “Every observance pleasing to the Armenians was
displeasing to the Greeks”, as a Latin pilgrim to the Holy Land once put
it, Certainly, one cause here was the circumstance just mentioned —
the place of the fast in the liturgical year. The week of arajavor coincided
with the week of the Byzantine mpoc@aviicipog®, a term with much the
same meaning as one of the meanings of arajavor, because in that res-
pect its function was similar: it too fell in the week preceding the Sunday

57. See Tondini de Quarenghi, pp. 72-73, p. 75 and note 2, pp. 286 - 287; Nilles, p. 558; Or-
manian, pp. 181 - 183, p. 186.

58. See Adontz, pp. 102 - 103, cf. p. 85.

59. See Tondini de Quarenghi ,p. 288.

60. See D. G. A. Neumann, “Ludolphus de Sudheim — De Itinere Terre Sancte”, drchives de
Porient latin 2 (1884), p. 244; cf. F. Macler, “Notes latines sur les Nestoriens, Maronites, Arméniens,
Géorgiens, Mozarabes”, Revue de I'histoire des religions 78 (1918), p. 247, note 5.

61. See Grumel, p. 320.
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of the Prodigal Son; it too heralded the approach of Lent, and was in-
tended to be a week of spiritual preparation for it. Just as during arajavor,
part of the daily office began to be said according to the Lenten rite®>. On
one occasion Isaac Catholicus even referred to the arajavor as the mpoo-
paviowog®. Thus the “artziburion” of the Armenians directly challen-
ged, as it were, the npoc@aviicluog of the Byzantines. It also posed an awk-
ward problem. In contrast to the Armenians, the Byzantines did not fast
that week, although it prefigured Lent, except on the Wednesday and the
Friday when, as during the rest of the year, a fast had normally to be ob-
served. Was there here not a way, then, in which an orthodox Christian
might plainly differentiate his week from the unfortunately parallel week
kept by the heretics — by breaking his Wednesday and Friday fast? Ec-
clestical opinion was divided. Sometimes this solution was approved, even
prescribed ; sometimes discouraged, even strictly forbidden. Thus, accord-
ing to the early ninth century theologian Theodore of Studius, while free-
dom from fasting that week which prefigured Lent was a custom speci-
fically intended against the “irreligious dogma” of the Armenians, there
was no suggestion that the usual Wednesday and Friday fasts could for
that reason be broken®, A different ruling was given by Nicholas Mysti-
cus (Patriarch of Constantinople 901 - 907, 912 - 925). The breaking of
the Wednesday and Friday fasts that week was permissible for those whose
possible Armenian origins might cast doubt on their orthodoxy®. It seems
there were some, perhaps unhappy in this respect, who partially followed
this ruling and broke the Wednesday fast while continuing to fast on the
Friday. At any rate, in 1107, a synod roundly condemned such a compro-
mise. It pronounced an anathema on everyone “who breaks the Wednes-
day fast in the week of the Tpocpaviicipog on the excuse of the arajavor
of the Armenians. To condemn their heresy we reject fasting from the
Monday of that week, yet it is necessary to observe both Friday and Wed-
nesday”®, Unambiguous as this sounded, it was contradicted not long
after both by Lucas Chrysoberges and by Theodore Balsamon. Lucas
Chrysoberges repeated the ruling of Nicholas Mysticus but in definite

62. See J. Gaar, Euchologion sive rituale Graccorum, 2nd. edition, Venice (1730), p. 175, cols. 1 - 2.

63. Oratio IT, MPG vol. 132, col. 1233C.

64. Theodoris Studitas Catachesis Chronica MPG vol. 99, cols. 1697D - 1700A.

65. Nicolaz Cp. Patriarchae De vita monastica, MPG vol. 111, col. 404A.

66. See V. Grumel, Les regestes des actes du patriarat de Constantinople vol. 1: Les actes des patriarches,
fasc. 3, Paris (1947), no. 985, p. 74, Decree 16.
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terms: breaking the Wednesday and Friday fast that week was permis-
sible — but only for those of Armenian descent so that they might prove
their orthodoxy; for others it was not only sinful but pointless to do so¥.
But Theodore Balsamon recommended a week free from fasting for every-
body. In a comment on the standard ruling that fasting on Wednesdays
and Fridays could only be foregone by reason of ill health, on pain of depo-
sition for the clergy and excommunication for the laity, he included the
proviso that “we must except the week when the Armenians fast for their
Artziburion, so that we may not be thought of as like-minded with them”.
The whole of that week was to be thought of as a “Great Sunday”®. The
difficulties arising from contradictory rulings with consequent resentment
of the Armenian fast, in Byzantine eyes their cause, were increased by a
steady influx of Armenians into the empire from the beginning of the se-
venth century onwards, and by their frequent intermixing with the gene-
ral population®®. Thus, by the time of Nicholas Mysticus, the number po-
tentially affected by his ruling respecting those of Armenian descent had
become sufficiently substantial and embraced all classes. There were even
emperors who would have been entitled to benefit from it™. These efforts of
the Byzantines to differentiate themselves from the Armenians are especially
interesting if it be recalled that in the last week of the pre-Lenten period
the thing was simple and uncontroversial. That last week, for the Byzan-
tines was already a week of abstinence. It was ushered in by dnoxpeang (Se-
xagesima) Sunday after which no meat could be eaten, a custom said to
have been instituted by the emperor Heraclius (610 - 641) in thanks for
his victory over the Persians; for the Armenians, on the other hand, it
was the second week of their “carnival”, the festive break between arajavor
and Lent™,

Another cause of Byzantine hostility was their general condemnation
of any and every Armenian fasting custom: all were examples of “the

67. Lucas Chrysoberges, p, 206, line 211 - p. 207, line 216.

68. Theodoris Balsamonis responsa ad interrogationes Marci, MPG vol. 138, col. 1000D Responsum
LII); for the ruling itself, see F. X. Funk, Didescalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum vol. 1, Paderborn
(1905), p. 585.

69. See P. Charanis, “Ethnic Changes in the Byzantine Empire in the Seventh Century”, Dum-
barton Oaks Papers 13 (1959), pp. 32 - 35; S. Der Nersessian, pp. 20 - 21, 27 - 28.

70. On Byzantine emperors and members of the higher nobility of possible Armenian origin,
see P. Charanis, “Armenians in the Byzantine Empire”, Byzantinoslavica 22 (1961), pp. 196 - 228.

71. See Goar, p. 175, col. 2; Conybeare, Rituale Armenorum, p. 512.
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satanic heresy of the misbelieving Armenians” as a late twelfth century
polemic put it™. A relevant example here was the condemnation of the way
in which Armenians allegedly kept Lent, the most important of fasts and
the one with which the arajavor was so intimately connected. The Lenten
fast had to be somewhat relaxed, as has been remarked, on Saturdays and
Sundays. But the Armenians, so went the accusation, would on those days
partake of that which was anyway forbidden during Lent as a whole. A
church council held at Constantinople in 691 - 692, the so-called “Qui-
nisext” meant to confirm the decrees of the Fifth and Sixth Ecumenical
Councils on matters of ritual and discipline, had declared that not only
was meat forbidden in Lent but also all products of animal origin®®. Ana-
stasius of Caesarea accused the Armenians of eating eggs, cheese and but-
ter on Saturdays and Sundays “and first of all the catholicus himself”™.
According to Isaac Catholicus, there was even an anathema on those
who did not, “and they fearing the curse”, would at least eat cheese on
Saturdays, “some openly, others, indeed, secretly” — presumably because
the latter feared the Byzantines more than their own clergy’™. The monk
known as Philip the Solitary, who may have got his information from Isaac,
from other portions of whose works he copied a number of extracts, made
the relevance of these accusations to the arajavor sufficiently explicit:
Armenians fasted “some days” before Septuagesima Sunday, “but on the
Saturdays and Sundays of holy Lent they take milk, cheese and eggs”™.
The accusation was partially ‘admitted, in away which could have done
little to allay Byzantine suspicions, by John of Odzun. Such latitude
might be allowed in order “to make things easier for the wayward, so that
by this means they will find it possible to submit themselves to our faith,
and that thus we may rule over the profane and this arrogant nation. . .
on Saturdays and Sundays we allow the wayward and the greedy to break
the fast for their ease and their cheer” — thus almost harking back to the
supposed voluntary nature of an apostolic Lenten discipline”. Nerses gave
a somewhat different rejoinder in his disquisition to Manuel’s general,

72. See Troitsky, pp. 215- 216 (note 2).

73. Mansi, vol. 11, col. 969B {Canon 56); cf. C. J. Hefele, Historie des Conciles, vol. 3, part ii, Pa-
ris (1909), p. 570.

74. De impia, col. 657B.

75. Oratio. I, cols. 1232D - 1233A.

76. Philippi Solitarii De Rebus Armeniae, MPG vol, 127, col. 884B.

77. See Adontz, p. 256.
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implying that the Byzantines, too, did not keep the fast as they should:
to partake of milk products in Lent was better than to eat fish.

“for a fish is a complete animal, while milk products are merely de-
rived from fleshly foods. Therefore, if you wish to fast in holiness ac-
cording to God’s will, abstain from fish as much as from milk pro-
ducts. But if you do not wish so to observe the fast, abstain for five
days from all fat dishes and from wine, while on Saturdays and Sun-
days, because of your non-abstinence, eat something else, that is to
say fish and milk products, so that no one may believe himself to be
fasting by just eating fish, under the impression that fish is somehow
Lenten food”.

Thus, declared Nerses, did the clergy instruct their congregations when
proper Lenten discipline was first imposed. In his own day, however, all
the clergy, and most of the laity except for soldiersand their commander,
abstained not only from milk products and from fish (which is not even
to be thought of in Lent) but also from all fat dishes and from wine. These
were the rules of abstention for everybody: the exceptions had no cano-
nical permission. If anyone sinned by not so abstaining he had to confess
repenting, and a very heavy penance was laid upon him®. It must be
concluded that for Nerses there was, ideally, no relaxation even on Satur-
days or Sundays — and he could have found Armenian support for this
opinion. Gagik had thought that the arajavor, as “leading to a higher
abstinence, that of Lent”, should be kept more strictly than it was: “as
for the use of milk products on the Saturday (i.e. St. Sergius’ Day) it would '
undoubtedly be much better to do entirely without them””. The Synod
of Dvin, as opposed to John of Odzun himself who had disapproved of
undifferentiated seven day fasts in Lent, had decreed that a relaxation
on Saturdays and Sundays was a matter of personal choice®. Yet this,
too, was heresy for the Byzantines: Armenians so pious as not to relax
their fasting then acted in contravention of another canon decreed by the
Quinisext — . .. “if any priest be found fasting on the holy day of the
Lord or on the Sabbath, he must be deposed, if any layman, excommuni-

78. Cappelletti, vol. 1, p. 187.
79. Dulaurier, p. 150.
80. Aucher, pp. 58, 60/59, 61. {canon 7).
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cated”: the same penalties as those decreed if the lighter abstinence on
those days exceeded Lenten limits®*. And so, despite all their denials, their
explanations — and their counter-accusations — Armenians remained in
the wrong whatever they did: if they relaxed their fasting on Saturdays
it was only to partake of forbidden dishes, If they did not, they were equal-
ly reprehensible. Eventually, it seems, they were even reprobated for
not eating fish at any time during Lent®2. Their observance of Lent as
their observance of the arajavor, was for the Byzantines nothing but part
of their “satanic heresy”.

Yet, according to the Byzantines themselves, the arajavor was primarily
to be denounced not because it was an unauthorised fast nor because its
place in the Armenian liturgical calendar might connect it with a Lenten
observance equally unauthorised; it was put into the category of satanic
heresies primarily because it was alleged to have been instituted at the
behest of the heretic Sergius. But the nature of his heresy was never stated.
It should therefore be asked what heresy the story of Sergius and the three
animals associated with him suggested, or was intended to suggest, a he-
resy which had to be heinous enough to merit Byzantine denunciations.

Firstly, whatever the implied heresy, it is difficult to understand why
Armenians thought it necessary to include an ass in their refutations.
Gagik, before proceeding to his defence of the arajavor, had even thought
it necessary to add to the anathemas on opponents of Chalcedon obliga-
tory in professions of faith at Constantinople, one on Sergius “accompanied
by a dog and an ass — may he share on the last day the fate of dogs and
asses”®. But the ass was never mentioned by the Byzantines, and it had
no obvious heretical significance either for them or for the Armenians.
Indeed, it could be argued that in Armenian tradition the ass, explicitly
in contrast to the dog, was endowed with positive qualities. Victims offered
for sacrifice had to be free not only from physical, but also from what
might be called moral blemish. Thus a victim could not be offered if un-
justly acquired, or if acquired in exchange for an animal itself not fit for
sacrifice. However, it could be offered if acquired in exchange for an ass
since an ass, though itself thus unfit, had been sanctified by Christ having
ridden on the back of an ass into Jerusalem. But no victim was a fit offer-

81. Mansi, vol. 11, col. 969A (Canon 55); cf. note 73, above.
82. See Neumann, p. 369 (Macler, p. 244); Mansi, vol. 25, cols. 1229D - 1230B.
83. Matthew of Edessa, ch. 93 (Dulaurier, p. 139)
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ing if acquired in exchange for a dog: so it was plainly ruled®. A dog was
an unclean animal by any standard, Armenian or Byzantine. According
to a reasonably authentic tradition, this was why a certain Mark, Byzan-
tine archbishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, called his dog “Armen”; tel-
ling Gagik, who saw him on his way to Constantinople, that this was
only because it was such a pleasant creature (dppevog). Gagik tested the
excuse by having Mark and Armen tied up together in a sack, whereupon
that pleasant creature tore its master into pieces®®. Thus the dog, the trust-
ed companion of Sergius, was very probably there, apart from its function
in the story, both to insult the Armenians and to show how heinous a he-
retic Sergius had been.

Just as the dog did not only perform its function in the story but is also
to be considered as an element relevant to its master’s heresy, so it is with
the third animal, the wolf. It too not only performed its function but its
association with Sergius also hinted at his heresy. It could recall the so-
briquet of one who was supposed to have been the teacher of Sergius, a
certain Lycopetros — Peter the Wolf. Regarding the identity of this Ly-
copetros there were two main traditions. One had it that it was the mono-
physite patriarch of Antioch, Peter Callinicus (died 591) while his dis-
ciple was Sergius, called “the Armenian”, bishop of Edessa®, His sobriquet
then has been supposed to have been due to a confusion with another Pe-
ter, bishop of Siounik in the time of the catholicus Abraham (607 - 615)
who earned the title of wolf from the nobles of that Armenian province
because his fiery piety caused him to fall upon them “like a wolf” with
endless demands and instructions®”. This tradition would thus suggest
that the heresy of Sergius was some version of the monophysite doctrine,
adherence to which was a standard Byzantine accusation against Arme-
nian opponents of Chalcedon. Gagik in his anathemas included the mo-
nophysite leader Eutyches®. According to one account even, the whole
story was given a monophysite colouring: the defunct dog had been the

84. See Conybeare, Rituale Armenorum, p. 72, p. 73.

85, Kirakos, p. 53; Matthew of Edessa, ch. 94 (Dulaurier, pp. 152 - 154). assigns the affair to
Gagik’s return journey.

86. See Gouillard, p. 415.

87. See Qukhtanes of Ourha, ch. 53, trans. M. Brosset, Histoire en trois partics, Deux historihs armé
niens vol. 2, St. Petersburg (1871), p. 331; for the dates of Abraham’s catholicate, see Garsoian, p.
133 as against Kirakos, Brosset, pp. 26 - 27 and note 4.

88. Matthew of Edessa, ch. 93 (Dulaurier, p. 139).
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property not of a Sergius, but of the Syrian monophysite leader Jacob
Baradaeus®. The other tradition, however, was much more explicit. Pe-
ter the Wolf and his pupil Sergius were Bogomils, heretics who, together
with Paulicians and other lesser known dualist or semi-dualist sects, were
often lumped together by the Byzantines under the collective title of Mani-
chaens. An anti-Bogomil tract belonging to the late tenth or the middle
of the eleventh century, related how “that most abominable and impure
Sergius saw the body of his master in the shape ofa wolf”®. The tract then
went on to relate the story of Sergius his dog, and the wolf which devoured
it, no differently than it was related elsewhere and, as elswhere, used it
for an explanation of the arajavor®’. Theodore of Studius referred, albeit
less clearly, to this tradition when he denounced “the unclean bishop of
the Armenians whom the vulgar call Peter the Wolf. This cursed dogma
enjoins the sectarians to observe the week (of the Tpoc@VNGIHOG) as espe-
cially sacred because of some horrible and abominable wolf”*2, Now Ar-
menians, apart from being heretics in, as it were, their own right, were
often suspected of “Manichean” tendencies because Paulicians, or simi-
lar sects, had from time to time flourished among them. Isaac Catholicus
had accused the Armenian Church as a whole of specifically Paulician
errors®. In the year 1114, the emperor Alexius was said to have found the
city of Philippopolis (modern Plovdiv in Bulgaria) “a nest of Manicheans”
including many Armenians, “whose filthy stream had joined itself to other
filth”*, There is no doubt that any heresy considered Manichean was the
most heinous of all heresies for Byzantines. One of the very few instances
of the death penalty for heresy was the burning alive of 2 Bogomil*. Nor
could it have been forgotten that an independent Paulician state, often
allied to the Muslim enemy, had had for its first ruler an Armenian Ser-
gius or Sarkis (c. 801 - 835)%. Here, then, were sufficient reasons to ex-

89. See Tournebize, p. 642.

90. Sece G. Ficker, Dir Phundagiagiten, Lc:pzlg (1908), p. 57; for the identification of “Lycope~
trians” with Phundaites and Bogomils, see also Euthemii Jigabeni Massalianorum sectae confutatio, MPG
vol. 131, col. 41C.

91. Ficker, p: 58; on the author of this tract, see pp. 177 - 179.

92. Catachesis Chronica, col. 1700A.

93, Oratio II, cols. 1180C - 1181D; cf. Conybeare, Kev of Truth, pp. lxxvi - Ixxx, pp. 171 - 173.

94, Anna Comnena XIV, viii. 3 (Leib, vol. 3, pp. 178 - 179).

95, See G. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State, Oxford (1968), p. 331.

96. Garsoian, p. 147, Ostrogorsky, p. 237.
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plain the peculiar hostility of the Byzantines to an Armenian custom as-
sociated with that same name. :

Finally it should be noticed that this hostility, whatever its cause, was
sharpest between the middle of the eleventh and the middle of the twelfth
century. It was then that Isaac Catholicus and the author of the Panoplia
launched their attacks. It was then that Gagik and Nerses composed their
apologia not only, of course, on the matter of the arajavor and of Lent,
but in defence of every Armenian belief and custom. The reason was that
during this period the position of Armenians inside the empire had greatly
deteriorated. The assimilation of Armenians to the general population
which has been remarked upon had taken place when they were an esta-
blished and numerically stable minority, an element which presented no
particular threat. Those who did not convert to Byzantine orthodoxy seem
to have lived more or less undisturbed, however much their alleged here-
sies were disliked — or they themselves not especially loved. It was only
in 971 that the catholicate thought of appointing bishops for Byzantine
Armenians so that their congregations might become unmistakeably se-
parate from the Chalcedonians®. The situation changed with the growth
of the Byzantine Armenian community during the last quarter of the
tenth and the first half of the eleventh century, when the eastward expan-
sion of the empire brought large numbers of Armenians under its sway,
numbers which were further increased by refugees from Saljik conquests
soon after. It was this exceptional growth which sharpened religious an-
tagonisms and led not infrequently to explosions of hatred —at times
even against those Armenians who had embraced Chalcedon. Gagik’s
profession of faith was intended to ameliorate the situation after Armenian
bishops had been persecuted and exiled®. Antagonisms grew still sharper
when the emperor Alexius had Armenian church buildings destroyed in
Constantinople and Armenian priests expelled in an attempt at forced
conversion®. It is not surprising that in contrast to what Alexius felt Ar-
menians joyfully welcomed the leaders of the First Crusade when it pass-

97. See G. Every, The Byzantine Palriarchate, London (1962), p. 58, note 3, p. 149; Ormanian, p. 49.

96. See S. Vryonis, “Byzantium: the Social Basis of Decline in the Eleventh Century”, Greek,
Roman and Byzantine Studies 2 (1959), pp. 167 - 169; Michacel the Syrian XV, 2, trans. J. B. Chabot,
Chronique de Michel le Syrien vol. 3, Paris (1905), pp. 166 - 168; Grumel, Regestes, pp. 18 - 19 (nos.
890, 891).

99. Michael the Syrian XV. 7 (Chabot, p. 185).
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ed through their districts’®, When the emperor Manuel I asked Nerses to
explain the Armenian religion to him, he was making the first approach
after a century of mutual hostility. Manuel himself, indeed, continued for
some Armenians to be practically anti-Christ in person: had he not shor-
tened his name from one meaning “God be with us” (Immanuel) to one
which could only mean “God be away from us” (Manuel, i.e. manu- or
minu-El) P9, The negotiations between him and Nerses for a better un-
derstanding between the two churches brought, in any case, no result.
There were many later attempts. Yet whatever success such had in agree
ments to differ on various points of doctrine or ritual, hostility towards
the arajavor fast lasted, stronger than ever, at least to the last century. A
service book published at Constantinople in 1874 referred to “the abomi-
nable fast called by the thrice and four times to be exsecrated Armenians
the artziburion” which the orthodox must demonstrate they did not in
any way observe. It is only fair to note that a contemporary comment
was only slightly less unpleasant: “thus the so-called Great Church of
Constantinople would pride itself on overthrowing heresy not by teaching
but by eating”®, The Armenians had refused to give up their fast; as
Gagik had once declared, they “would keep it until the end, now and fo-
rever 108,

100. See S. Runciman, 4 History of the Crusades vol. 1, Cambridge (1951), pp. 190 - 192.

101. See Samuel of Ani, Recueil des historiens des croisadss: documents arméniens vol. 1, Paris (1869),
p. 452; Kirakos, p. 75,

102. See Nilles, p. 8.

103. Matthew of Edessa ch. 93, Dulaurier, p. 150,
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ARMENIANS AND BYZANTINES IN THE TIME OF
ALEXIUS I COMNENUS

In the year 1087, the Byzantine emperor Alexius I Comnenus (1081-1118)
caused the patriarch of Constantinople, Nicholas I (1084-1111), to sum-
mon a synod of his bishops and pronounce a sentence of perpetual anathema
on a monk by the name of Nilus convicted of heresy.? This action by Alexius
was not in itself especially remarkable. It was only one instance of actions
taken by him in pursuance of an aim which he shared with many of his
predecessors, but which he pursued with exceptional enthusiasm: the stamp-
ing out of each and every heresy within the empire. Thus, at his behest, a
comprehensive list was compiled of every deviation from the orthodox
faith as defined at Constantinople, each carefully classified and described,
— a list which would serve as a kind of official guide.? It was this enthusiasm
of his which earned him the admiration of his contemporaries, not least
that of his daughter and biographer Anna, who called him “at once apostle
and emperor” — if not equal to Constantine the Great, then certainly the
next after him in his services to Christianity.®* However, the particular heresy

* The following abbreviations are used:

BYZ Byzantion: Paris, Bostou & Brussels (1924 — in progress).

CHAMA Collection des historiens anciens et modernes de I Arménie, vols. 1 & 2,
Paris (1867-1869).

DA Recueil des historiens des croisades: Documents arméniens, vol. 1, Paris
(1869). )

DTIC Dictionnaire de théologie catholique: 15 vols., Paris (1905-1950).

Mansi 1.D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio: 31 vols.,
Florence & Venice (1759-1798).

MPG J.P. Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus, series graeca-latina, 165 vols.,
Paris (1857-1886).

MPL J.P, Migne, Patrologiae cursus completus, series latina, 221 vols., Paris
(1844-1864).

1 V. Grumel, Les regestes des actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople, vol. 1: Les
actes des patriarches, fasc. 3, Paris (1947), no. 945 (p. 45).

2 Euthymii Zigabeni Panoplia Dogmatica, MPG vol. 130, cols. 19D-1359D.

3 Annae Comnenae Alexiadis XIV.viii. 8, ed. & trans. B. Leib, Anna Comnéne,
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of which Nilus was accused, and the circumstances in which he is said to
have professed it, give his condemnation a wider interest. While the record
of the synod does not even show what that heresy was, Anna recounts the
affair at some length.*

Nilus, she says, completely misunderstood the orthodox concept of the
“hypostatic union” — the perfect union of two elements or natures, which
nevertheless remained distinct — a concept explaining how Jesus could
have been at once fully human and full divine.> Nilus, she says, had indeed
assiduously read the scriptures, the church fathers and the lives of the saints,
but he was a man of little learning, totally ignorant of what she called
“Hellenic culture” — in this context, apparently, the classical rules of logical
argument — and so was unable to draw sensible conclusions from his read-
ing. Tt was thus that he fell into the heresy of emphasizing the divinity of
Jesus at the expense of his humanity. In other words, he arrived at a version
of the Monophysite doctrine — that Jesus was of only one, divine, nature
— the doctrine which had been firmly rejected by the Fourth Ecumenical
Council of the Church, the Council of Chalcedon, in the year 451. For
nearly two hundred years after that, ‘this single nature of Jesus had con-
tinued to be the subject of bitter quarrels but, from the second half of the
seventh century when Syria and Egypt — where its proponents had chiefly
flourished — had been conquered by the Arabs, until the eleventh century,
it had rarely troubled the Church. The affair of Nilus was an outstanding
episode in the revival of these old quarrels: he infused the Monophysite
doctrine with fresh vigour. Uncultured though he was, says Anna, an
austere life and a parade of virtues gained him entry into the houses of
the great and the support of distinguished followers. As his influence in-
creased, the emperor himself decided to engage him in dispute, but was
unable to convince him of the wrongness of his views. So force was the only
remedy for Nilus. The sentence of anathema would once apd for all dis-
credit this dangerous monk.

However, according to Anna, it was not the success that Nilus had had
with the great nor, it seems, merely her father’s eagerness to eradicate
heresy, which provided the immediate reason for his personal intervention.
It was, she explains, because at that time there were large numbers of

Alexiade, vol. 3, Paris (1945), p. 181; cf. F. Chalandon, Essai sur le régne & Alexis
Irr Comnéne (Les Comnénes, vol. 1), Paris (1900), pp. 316-320; G. Buckler,
Anna Comnena, Oxford (1929), pp. 160-161.

4 Anna Comnena, X.i.l-5 = Leib, vol. 2, Paris (1943), pp. 187-189.

5 On this concept, see €.g., A. Michel, “Hypostatique (Union)”, DTC vol. 7 (1922),
cols. 437-568.
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Armenians in Constantinople and for them “that Nilus” (though not him-
self an Armenian) “had become an incentive to impiety”.® If Anna was
right, if Nilus had really succeeded in spreading his influence among the
city’'s Armenians as he had among the city’s nobility, then his challenge to
Chalcedonian orthodoxy was undoubtedly serious. For it was that same
Monophysite doctrine, or a doctrine close to it, which constituted the “im-
piety” of the Armenians. The Armenians of Constantinople, or elsewhere
in the empire, had come from the lands which lay between Asia Minor, the
southern Caucasus, western Persia and Mesopotamia. These were the lands
of Armenia, whatever their changing political divisions or rulers. The
Church of Armenia had been established in these lands, or perhaps re-
established there, for it claimed apostolic origins, at the beginning of the
fourth century. Whatever was thought of its early years, it was always the
Byzantine view that the Armenians, inside or outside their own country,
who, since Chalcedon, had accepted the doctrine of their Church on the
hypostatic union, did not differ significantly in their understanding of this
doctrine from any other Monophysites.” If Nilus had given that doctrine
fresh vigour, had given it its incentive on the scale that Anna believed, then
obviously his influence had to be destroyed. It seems that Alexius was of
his daughter’s opinion, for his intervention was not confined to disputing
with Nilus and denouncing him. The encouragement given to the Armenians
in their impiety had also to be counteracted. And so Alexius composed a
“Discourse against the Armenians who wrongly believe there to be one
nature in Christ”, where he attacked their interpretation of the hypostatic
union with sustained and elaborate argument, leaving no doubt as to how
seriously he took the challenge this interpretation posed.® But he also made
it clear there that it was not only a question of theological convictions. Side
by side with his arguments for the Chalcedonian interpretation, he called
upon the Armenians simply to accept it because it was ‘“‘the faith of my
empire”.? And here it was this double challenge, at once theological and
political, which was his sole concern: while the occasion for the “Discourse”

was obviously the affair of Nilus, his name was not even mentioned in it.°
On the other hand, his name does appear in another, no less significant,
document. It appears in the anathemata of the “Synodicon™, or synodal list

6 Anna Comnena, X.i.4 = Leib, vol: 2, p. 188.
7 S. Der Nersessian, The Armenians, London (1969), pp. 76-77.
8 A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Analecta Hierosolymytikes Stachoulogias, vol. 1, St.
Petersburg (1891), pp. 113-123.
9 Ibid., p. 119, line 30.
10 See Chalandon, p. 317; Buckler, p. 328.
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of personages to be praised or denounced, which was read out (and still i
in the services of the Greek and Russian churches) on the Feast of Ortho-
doxy celebrated on the first Sunday in Lent to commemorate the final de-
feat of Byzantine iconoclasm in 843.1* The version of the Synodicon in
which Nilus first appears was gradually compiled between the end of the
eleventh and the middle of the twelfth century.!? It is thus reasonable to
suppose that his name was added at the wish of Alexius, who thereby fur-
ther emphasized the danger he saw in the encouragement Nilus gave to
Armenian impiety.

The condemnation of Nilus in the Synodicon had a w1der aspect. It fol-
lowed the condemnation, also first added in the same version, of another,
much better known, figure. This was John Italus, until then holder of the
chair of philosophy in the umversity of Constantinople. Like Nilus, Ttalus
had been found guilty of teaching false doctrines about the hypostatic union.
But the issue was deeper. Both were guilty of trying to explain the mystery
by the exercise of logic and reason — instead of accepting the teaching of the
Fathers. Nilus was closely linked with his illustrious predecessor and, de-
spite the Jack of secular learning ascribed to him by Anna, should be con-
sidered one of the main figures in the development of a critical approach to
theological questions. Italus was condemned explicitly for just such an ap-
proach.’* And Nilus, too, had tried to apply “Hellenic” reasoning, however .
small his understanding of it, to the received texts. It was this which made
him especially dangerous in the eyes of Alexius,'* and Alexius showed ex-
actly how dangerous he considered all such applications to be, and how
necessary it was to defend orthodoxy against them. The university of Cons-
tantinople had been established in the form which Alexius knew it for some
forty years. During that time it had become the focus for an efflorescence
of classical learning. Alexius, not content with getting rid of Italus, entirely
changed the umiversity’s character: while apparently not forbidding the
continuation of secular studies, he put the whole institution under the com-

11 For the text, see T.I. Uspensky, “The Synodicon for Orthodox Week”, Trans-
actions of the Imperial University of Novorossiisk 59 (1893), p. 425 (Greek and
Russian); cf. S. Salaville, “Philosophie et théologie ou épisodes scolastiques 2
Byzance de 1059 & 1117, Echos d'Orient 29 (1930), p. 143 & note 2; p. 148.

12 See T.I. Uspensky, Notes on the History of Byzantine Education, St. Petersburg
(1891), pp. 90-109 (in Russian).

13 For the text of the anathema on Italus, see Uspensky, Transactions, pp. 420-421;
cf. Idem, Notes, pp. 170-172; G. Ostrogorsky, History of the Byzantine State,
trans. .M, Hussey, Oxford (1956), pp. 331-332 & note 1.

14 See Uspensky, Nores, p. 185.
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trol of the patriarchate.!> The impression made on Alexius by these ideas
which were so repugnant to him, and the effect they had on his attitude to
Nilus and the Armenians, may also be reflected in a section of his “Dis-
course”. Here, the contention that the two natures of Jesus have been per-
fectly joined in the hypostasis, with each retaining its properties wholly
unchanged, is supported by an analogy from the material world. If iron is
heated by fire, neither changes its nature. The iron retains its shape and
weight, the fire its light and heat: ‘“The iron partakes of what is given out
by the fire, but the natures still remain two upon one and the same hypos-
tasis” (i.e., hot iron), “similarly the two natures of Christ remain distinct
though united, because his human hature participates in the divine energy
just as the iron does in the fire”. This analogy in itself was not original. It
appears very briefly in the guide to heresies*® and, in a slightly expanded
form, in a letter of Theophylact, Archbishop of Bulgaria, a personal friend
of Alexius and his adviser on religious affairs.* But Alexius further ex-
panded it until it now fills nearly three pages from a total of nearly seven
of the Discourse’s Greek printed text.!® A substantial portion of its argu--
ment, therefore, was supported by secular logic applied to data, however
inaccurately understood, drawn from secular science. It may be assumed
that Alexius gave such pride of place to this explanation of his not because
he had been influenced by the very method of interpretation he was fighting,
but because he wanted to mect it and defeat it on its own ground. Yet,
whatever his motives for using this explanation so prominently, there is no
evidence that it helped him to convince any Armenians in Constantinople
of the correctness of the Chalcedonian interpretation — any more than did
the purely theological arguments in the “Discourse” or his appeal to Arme-
nian loyalty. On the contrary, a Monophysite chronicle which — although
obviously biased — is usually considered reliable as to the facts, asserts that
he proceeded to deal with the Armenians of Constantinople much as he
had dealt with Nilus. He abandoned argument for compulsion, had the

15 See K. Vogel, “Byzantine Science”, Cambridge Medieval History, vol. 4, part 2,
(1967), p. 272; R. Browning, “The Patriarchal School at Constantinople in the
Twelfth Century”, BYZ 32 (1962), pp, 167-168 and his references in notes 2,
&4 ‘

16 Panoplia Dogmatica XVI = MPG vol. 130, col. 176B.

17 Theophylacti Bulgariae Archiepiscopi epistola ex Vaticano codice XX = MPG
vol. 126, col. 353D. For references to other, and more acceptable, versions of the
iron — fire analogy, see D. Guillaume, “L’église arménienne et les théologiens
protestants du 16 siecle, Revue des Etudes Arméniennes, nouvelle série, 1
(1964), pp. 279-280 (note 9).

18 Papadopoulos-Kerameus, p. 117, line 6 — p. 119, line 16.
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buildings of their Church destroyed; their incumbent priests were driven
away. Those who did not flee with them ‘“‘became for the most part here-
tics” — they finally accepted Chalcedon when there was no alternative.!®
If the chronicle is to be believed, that was the end of the Constantinople
community for at least the next hundred years; no mention was made of its
reviva] by the time the chronicle was completed in 1196.2° Another source
may indirectly support this conclusion. The poet and philosopher Yohn
Tzetzes, in a work written between 1160 and 1170, listed all the foreign
communities at Constantinople known to him, since he wished to expatiate
on its cosmopolitan character. The Armenians do not appear among them.™!

It was not only at Constantinople, however, that Alexius acted to eradicate
the Armenian heresy. In the year 1114, learning that hostile tribes were
about to cross the Danube, he marched an army into the Balkans and set up
his headquarters at Philippopolis, the chief city of Thrace (modern Plovdiv
in Bulgaria).?* According to Anna, he found it a nest of heretics: the Arme-
nians “whose filthy stream had joined itself to other filth”” had virtually
divided the city up among themselves.?® Alexius, says Anna, did not
hesitate: “he arrayed his military might against them whereupon some
immediately submitted, while some he took prisoner and enslaved by force
of arms’’.** It was only then that the task of conversion began. It is not
known how it succeeded with the Armenians: presumably, under such con-
ditions, better than had the “Discourse™. Perhaps one result was the allegedly
voluntary conversion, reported by Theophylact, of -a substantial number of
Armenians at Triaditza (modern Sofia) where part of the army was stationed,
and who were forthwith to be presented to the emperor.2s Whit is. known
is that this campaign of conversion had another result connected with the
affair of Nilus. The campaign had been largely entrusted to Eustratius,

19 Michael the Syrian XV.7; trans. J.B. Chabot, Chronique de Michel le Syrien,
vol, 3, Paris (1905), p. 185.

20 On the date of Michael’s last entry, see Chabot, vol. 3, p. 425 (dnno Graecorum
1507 = A.D. 1196); on Michael himself, E. Tisserant, “Michel le Syrien”, DTC
vol. 10 (1928), cols. 1711-1729.

21 See G. Moravcsik, “Barbarische Sprachreste in der Theogonie des Johannes
Tzetzes”, Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahrbuecher 7 (1930), pp. 353-357.

22 Anna Comnena, XIV.viii.l = Ieib, vol. 3, pp. 177-178; cf. Chalandon, pp.
266-267. »

23  Anna Comnena, XIV. viii. 3 = Leib, vol. 3, pp. 178-179.

24 Ibid., XIV. viii. 8 = p. 181.

25 Ep. XVIII = MPG vol. 126, col. 345A; for the identification of Triaditza with
ancient Sardica and modern Sofia, see Leib, vol. 1, Paris (1937), p. 218 and
note 1.
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bishop of Nicea, and a member of the imperial entourage at Philippopolis.
He was given this task probably because the sentence on Nilus had moved
him to compose a forthright polemic against Monophysite doctrines. Yet
he proceeded to fall into the same errors as had Nilus. In his attempts to
convince the Armenians of their heresy, he not only came to adopt a stand-
point similar to theirs, but also incurred the accusation of being a disciple
of Italus.?® The accusation was justified. Like Nilus, his erstwhile opponent,
Eustratius came to use that same method of interpretation which was derived
from the climate of ideas fostered at the university of Constantinople, and
which was so often applied to the mysteries of the hypostatic union.* It is
true that Eustratius did not suffer the fate of Nilus. He was treated with
exceptional mildness, perhaps because of his earlier services to orthodoxy.
His name was included in the anathemata of the Synodicon — but only in
a local version published at Rhodes.?® Brought before a synod in 1117, he
was only cautioned and if, as some believe, he was later nevertheless re-
moved from his bishopric, he was quickly reinstated.® Yet the affair of
Eustratius, like that of Nilus, shows how the challenge of the Armenian
interpretation of the hypostatic union could be part of a wider challenge to
orthodoxy in the time of Alexius. '

Alexius had additional reasons to treat this challenge seriously — reasons
which can explain his decision to use force against the Armenians of
Philippopolis before even trying to convert them. In the first place, accord-
ing to Anna, while the Armenians differed in doctrine from the other heretics
there, they were all alike in their apostasis — a word equally applicable
to those rejecting the authority of the State or the authority of the Church.*
Certainly, Alexius made no great distinction between the two: heresy
meant disloyalty. However, if he believed such people to be actual rebels,
who dominated the city from which he expected to conduct a campaign
against barbarian invaders, they had, before anything eise, to be effectively
suppressed. That Alexius did believe this is quite likely: the heretics with

2 Nicetae Choniatae ex libro XXII thesauri orthodoxi fidei, MPG vol. 140, cols.
136D-137A; cf. T.I. Uspensky, “Theological and Philosophical Movements in
Byzantium during the llth and 12th Centuries”, Journal of the Ministry of
Public Instructior 227 (Sept. 1891), pp. 148-150 (in Russian).

27 Ibid., p. 154, p. 157; cf. Idem, Notes, p. 201.

28 See N. Cappuyns, “Le Synodicon de I’église de Rhodes au XII siécle,” Echos
& Orient 33 (1934), p. 198,

29 See Grumel, no. 1003 (pp. 82-83); cf. Salaville, pp. 152-153% Chalandon, pp.
318-319.

30 Anna Comnena, XIV.viii7 = Leib, vol. 3, p. 181; cf. Buckler, p. 335 & note 1.

[253]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

whom the Armenians of Philippopolis had mingled, Anna’s “other filth”,
were the Paulicians and the Bogomils,*! two sects which — apart from their
teachings — constituted a direct threat to the empire. The Bogomils had
been the focus of discontent in the Balkans during the Byzantine conquest
of Bulgaria and its liquidation as a state in 1018.22 The Paulicians, who
had fought imperial authority for centuries — at one period with a state
of their own, allied to the Muslims — had been routed in battle by Alexius
three years before he came to the throne, after they had risen in revolt with
the help of the same tribes against whom he was now planning his cam-
paign.®® It was explicable, therefore, that Alexius used force against all the
heretics of Philippopolis without distinction. But the Bogomils and the
Paulicians were not only militarily dangerous. Both sects were at least as
much detested and feared because of their dualism, the principle held by
them in common, although they otherwise differed in many of their doctrines
and customs. Dualism, as distinct from merely heretical interpretations,
contradicted the basis of Christianity. It claimed that the universe was
composed of two warring, irreconcilable elements in the form of light and
darkness, good and evil or spirit and matter. The positive elements were
the creation of God, the negative of a “demiurge”; or emanation of God.
Both the Paulicians and the Bogomils, aithough their idea of his power under
God differed, believed in this demiurge, whom they identified with Satan,
and who was the creator of the material world.** For man, this eternal
conflict between the two irreconcilable elements made the incarnation in
its Christian concept, however interpreted, meaningless. Man was composed
of spirit and matter, and matter could never be sanctified: the flesh, there-
fore, as against the Christian concept, could not but be irredeemable.
Dualism came to the Christian world from the Persian Mani at the be-
ginning of the third century.’®* Anna, who first gives the two dualist sects
at Philippopolis their correct names, justifiably goes on to call both of them
“Manicheans”. She then dwells at length on how Alexius dealt with this,
the worst of all heresies, how by his unremitting efforts he converted many
of them and had them bapiized in the true faith.*®* And because the Mani-

31 Anna Comnena, XIV.viii.3 = Leib, vol. 3, p. 179.

32 See D. Obolensky, The Bogomils, Cambridge (1948), pp. 172-173.

33 Ibid., pp. 189-191.

34 See S. Runciman, The Medieval Manichee, Cambridge (1947), pp. 50-51; Obo-
lensky, pp. 123-124; N.G. Garsotan, The Paulician Heresy, Paris-The Hague
(1967), p. 158.

35 For a short account and for references to the literature, see Obolensky, pp. 1-27.

36 Anna Comnena, XIV. viii. 9 = Leib, vol. 3, pp. 181-182.
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cheans were the inveterate enemies of Christianity, it was natural first to
use force against them, whether or no at a particular time they constituted
a military threat. For they were one of the few sects subject to the death
penalty in Byzantine law from its earliest codification in the middle of the
fifth century.® It was Alexius himself who shortly before, or shortly after
Philippopolis had the leader of a Byzantine group of Bogomils, who refused
to recant, solemnly and with much ceremony burnt at the stake, an event to
which Anna devotes nearly three chapters of her biography.®® It is thus not
surprising that the mingling of the Armenians with such heretics as these
influenced Alexius in the way it did.

It seems that Alexius did not distinguish between Armenians and Mani-
cheans in another respect. Just as he caused the Manicheans at Philippopolis
to be baptized on conversion so, according to Matthew of Edessa, a twelfth-
century Armenian source usually considered reliable, he also ordered
Armenians whether at Philippopolis or elsewhere, “because he hated them
profoundly”, to be baptized before being received into the orthodox
Church.?®® Here his reasons, even if he did hate the latter as much as the
former, for treating both alike are more problematic. The baptism of
converted Manicheans was normal procedure. Since the flesh was irredeem-
able, most dualist sects either rejected baptism altogether or performed a
similar ceremony of their own close to the moment of death since only
then, when the spirit was about to be released from the corruption of the
flesh, might redemption be achieved. Thus, the Paulicians, to the question,
“Why do you not allow yourself to be baptized as Christ and the apostles
enjoined?”” would answer, “you do not know the mystery of baptism: we
are in no hurry to be baptized, for baptism is death”.*® The Bogomils wholly
rejected baptism in favour of their own initiation ceremonies.** And so the
Church had always demanded that Manicheans, or any others sharing their
dualism, should be baptized on conversion.**> With Armenians, the situation
was entirely different. Their belief in redemption was the same as that of
any Christian. They had been baptized in the name of the Trinity, even if

37 For references, see Garsoian, pp. 195-197.

38 Anna Comnena, XV.viii.l-XV.x4 = Leib, vol. 3, pp. 219-228; cf. Chatandon,
p. 319; Ostrogorsky, p. 331; on the probable date, see Obolensky, pp. 275-276.

39 Matthew of Edessa IIL.228; trans. E. Dulaurier, Chronique de Mathieu d’Edesse
(962-1136), Paris (1858), p. 301, )

40 Gregory Magistros, trans. F.C. Conybeare, The Key of Truth, Oxford (1898), p.
148; cf. Garsoian, pp. 159-161.

41 See Obolensky, pp. 125130, p. 179, pp. 215-216.

42 See e.g., Mansi, vol. 11, cols. 984 C-E; cf. G. Crontz, La lutte contre I'hérésie en
Orient jusqu’au 1X- siécle, péres, conciles, empereurs, Paris (1933), p. 150.
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they disagreed on the nature of its second person with the adherents of
Chalcedon. Now, while until about the beginning of the fifth century baptism
by those with heretical opinions on the Trinity might be held invalid,** ever
since then the position of the Church had been clear: baptism in the name
of the Trinity, however perversely understood, had to be accepted. It was
a rule “which both the East and the West observed”.** Theodore Balsamon,
the great twelfth-century canonist, who declared (after the time of Alexius)
that recognition of any heretical baptism was tantamount to a recognition
of that heresy was, it appears, very much in a minority.** In any event, there
can have been no doubt about Armenians. Theophylact, who described in
some detail the procedure to be followed with Armenian converts, never
mentioned the need for a second baptism.*® The guide to heresies commis-
sioned by Alexius implicitly accepted the original baptism Armenians had
undergone.t” At a slightly later date, a certain Isaac, self-styled “‘catholicus”
(patriarch) of Armenia, a convert to Chalcedon, who bitterly attacked his
former co-religionists, noted that converted Armenians must not be baptized
a second time.*® It is true that there was a ceremony associated with baptism
which converted Armenians did have to undergo: the anointing which fol-
lowed it.** But this was for no doctrinal reason; it was because the ingre-
dients of their own anointing oil were sometimes suspected to be not in
accordance with the traditional formulae.®® The anointing was certainly part

43 See e.g., Basilii sancti patris nostri epistola CLXXXVIII = MPG vol. 32, cols.
664C~672A; cf. Crontz, p. 43, p. 49, pp. 64-65.

44 S. Siricii Papae epistolae et decreta 1.1 = MPL vol. 13, col. 1134; Vigilit Papae
ep‘istolae et decreta 11.4 = MPL vol. 69, cols. 15B-144B; cf. S, Augustini De
baptismo contra Donatistas 1.1 = MPL vol. 43, cols. 107-244; G. Bareille,
“Baptéme des hérétiques”, DTC vol. 2 (1910), cols. 228-229,

45 Theodori Balsamonis, Zonarae, Aristeni, commentaria in canones SS Aposto-
lorum, conciliorum et in canonicas epistolas SS Patrum XLVI = MPG vol. 137,
cols. 125C-132A.

46 Ex Vaticano codice epistola XVIII = MPG vol. 126, cols. 345A, 345D, 348C-D;
idem, Epistola A.J. Lamio edita X = MPG val. 126, cols. 520 B-D.

47 Panoplia Dogmatica XXIIT = MPG vol. 130, col. 1188B.

48 Isaaci Armeniae Catholici narratio de rebus Armenise, MPG vol. 132, cols.
1261C-D; cf. F. Toumnebize, Histoire politique et religieuse de I'Arménie, Paris
(1910), p. 247, note 1.

49 Theophylact and Isaac Catholicus as in notes 46 and 48, above.

S0 Theorani orthodoxi disputatio cum Armeniorum Catholico, MPG vol. 133, cols.
190D-192D; cf. L. Petit, “Arménie: Croyance et Discipline”, DTC vol. 1 (1905),
cols. 1954-1955; 1. Arpee, A History of Armenian Christianity, New York
(1946), p. 369, note 26; LE. Troitsky, An Elucidation of the Dogma of the Arme-
nian Church, St. Petersburg (1875), pp. 218-219 (in Russian).
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of the whole ceremony, but its repetition was never considered to be
equivalent to a second baptism.5!

What credence, then, can be given to the assertion that, despite this weight
of authorities against him, Alexius did demand a second baptism from the
Armenians? Two other Armenian references to it should first be noted.
Vardan, called “the Great”, a famous vartapet or theologian of the thir-
teenth century, considers Alexius to have been “prudent and benevolent”,
even “well-disposed”” to the Armenians and relates that it was his mother,
Anna Dalassena who, “misled by a lying monk”, caused Alexius to make
his demand.*® On the other hand, the Armenian priest Samuel of Ani (1100
— post 1179), who cordially detested Alexius and all his works, nevertheless
also claims that it was not he but his mother who was responsible.*® That
Anna Dalassena was inclined to an exaggerated piety remarkable even by
the standards of her age, and that she exercised a powerful influence over
her son for the first eight years of his rule, are both circumstances equally
well attested.** It is quite possible, therefore, that she influenced him in the
affair of Nilus to demand more than ordinary orthodox custom required
from any Armenian converts Alexius may then have made. Vardan’s re-
liability is at least supported by his remarking correctly that she eventually
quite lost her influence.’® It is more important to notice that both Vardan
and Samuel agree with Matthew of Edessa on the demand for a second
baptism, and that both Vardan, who was friendly to Alexius and thus might
have wanted to shift the responsibility, and Samuel who was hostile and
thus had no need to do so, alike believed the demand to be unusual enough
to merit more explanation than the hatred Matthew said Alexius bore the
Armenians, and so to put it down to the fanatical piety of a domineering
mother.

Be the truth of the part played by Anna Dalassena what it may, or the
truth of his personal feelings about Armenians, there could have been an-
other reason why Alexius thought it necessary to treat them and the dualists

51 See G. Bareille, “Baptéme d’aprés les Pares grecs et latins”, DTC vol. 2 (1910),
pp. 215-217.

52 See N.O. Emin, The Universal History of Vardan the Great, Moscow (1861),
p. 131, p. 146 (in Russian). ‘

53 Samuel of Ani, part ed. & trans. E. Dulaurier, Extrait de la chronographie, DA
p. 458.

54 Anna Comnena, IIL vi. 1; IL vii. 2 = Leib, vol. 1, p. 119, p. 125; cf. Buckler,
p. 120, note 1, p. 296; Chalandon, p. 25.

55 Emin, p. 133; cf. Joannis Zonarae epitome historiarum XVIIL. 24, ed. L. Dindoxf,
vol. 4, Leipzig (1870), p. 245, lines 14-29; cf. C. Diehl, “Anna Dalasséna,” Figures
byzantines, 2nd. edn., vol. 1, Paris (1908), p. 342.

[257]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

alike in the matter of baptism. It may have been natural for him to see a
more definite connection between them than just their joint presence at
Philippopolis. It may have been natural for him to suppose the Armenians
themselves to be infected by dualism, however different their own heresy.
For dualism of various kinds had had by his day a long history of gaining
adherents among them. To begin with, it should be noted that the religion
of pre-Christian Armenia, while polytheistic like many other pagan religions,
was fundamentally dualist. Derived from Persian Zoroastrianism with its
twin conflicting principles, it identified the sun, as did the Persian form,
with the good principle, the creator of light** Elements of this pagan
dualism persisted for centuries after the coming of Christianity. The Arme-
nian monk Paul of Taron (died 1123) spoke of ‘“‘Manicheans” in his day
“who worship the sun,* and this sun worship, with its dualist counterpart,
the execration of darkness, was denounced as having deep roots in Armenia
by the catholicus Nerses IV (1166-1173).%° Side by side with this survival
of pagan dualism other, similar, doctrines had some influence within the
Armenian Church itself, almost from the time of its establishment. At a
synod held in 324 certain Armenian bishops were warned against excessive
ascetic practices with an apparently dualist tinge.*® An epistle of Mani was
addressed to the Armenians and, by the sixth century, his writings had a
wide currency, spreading their *“doctrine of two roots” both among the
laity and the clergy.®® It is not surprising, therefore, that the Paulicians and
kindred sects had an Armenian origin — the name itself is probably derived
from the Armenian.®® References to the growing strength and influence of
the Paulicians in Armenia, sometimes under their own name, sometimes
under various local names, begin to occur from the fifth century.® It was

56 See N.O. Emin, Studies & Essays in Armenian Mythology, Archeology, History
& Literary History 1858-1884, Moscow (1896), pp- 13-15, 26-27 (in Russian);
of. R. Grousset, Histoire de I' Arméniie des origines a 1071, Paris (1947), p- 118.

57 See trans. in Conybeare, pp. 175-176.

58 See J. Cappelletti, Nersetis Clajensis Armeniorum Catholici opera, Venice (1833),
pp. 239-241, p. 269; cf. Runciman, p. 58. According to Emin, Studies, p. 31,
note 1, Armenians of his day were wont to exclaim “the sun knows that ...”
for “God knows that ... " and “the sun be my witness that ... ” for “God be my
witness that ...” .

59 Mansi, vol. 2, cols, 1092A-1103B; cf. Obolensky, p. 22.

60 Eznik of Kolb, trans. V. Langlois, CHAMA vol. 2, pp. 371-372, 375-376; cf. R.
Alfaric, Les écritures manichéenes, vol. 1, Paris (1918), p. 70.

61 See Garsoian, p. 92 and note 36.

62 1bid., pp. 87-88, p. 132; M. Loos, Dualist Heresy in the Middle Ages, Prague
(1974), p. 32.
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from Armenia that the Paulician heresy came to Byzantium when the em-
peror Constantine V transferred Armenians to Thrace for defence against
Bulgarian invasions in 757.%* It was an Armenian, Sergius or Sarkis, who
for a time ruled that Paulician state which threatened the empire in alliance
with the Muslims, and it was a second transfer of Armenians to Thrace,
also to help in its defence, by the emperor John II Tzimisces in 975 which
probably added to its Paulician population.®* Meanwhile, the heresy flour-
ished within Armenia. In vain did John of Odzun (the catholicus Hovhannes
II1, 712-728) inveigh against “that most wicked sect of obscene men” .83
During the tenth century, despite every effort by the Armenian Church,
perhaps with Byzantine co-operation, it infected the ranks of the higher
nobility, and more than one bishop was suspected of secret Paulician sym-
pathies.®® Nor had matters changed shortly before the reign of Alexius. A
contemporary Armenian source speaks of “‘the distressing break-up of our
heavenly and sanctifying religion. For in consequence of the wicked wizardry
of the Manichean and other sects this land is sunk in barbarism and dark-
ness and overhung with thick clouds”.®” It seems that an entire province
had only recently been purified after having been under Manichean domina-
tion for over fifty years.®® As a result of all these gains by Armenian dualists
inside and outside the country, it was natural that those hostile to the

63 Theophanis chronographia, ed, C. de Boor, vol. 1, Leipzig (1883), p. 429, lines
19-22; cf. Runciman, p. 70, pp. 90-91; Obolensky, pp. 59-60.

64 Anna Comnena, X.i.5 = Leib, vol. 2, p. 189 and note 1.

65 1.B. Aucher, Domini Johannis Odziensis philosophi Armeniorum Catholici opera,
Venice (1834), pp. 78-89; cf. Runciman, p. 32, It should be noted that, against
the generally accepted view of the Paulicians, Byzantine or Armenian, as dualists
of Manichean or similar origin, it has been proposed that their common origin
was adoptionist — a quite different heresy which in its Eastern form claimed
that Jesus was a man of exceptional qualities in virtue of which he became con-
substantial with the first person of the Trnity by a divine act of adoption;
Armenian Paulicians largely remained adoptionists, only Byzantine Paulicians
became dualists; see Garsoian, pp. 150-185, proposing the mew hypothesis, as-
against Obolensky, pp. 12-58. But there is no doubt that Armenian Paulicians
were constantly accused of dualism by the Armenians themselves — the relevant
point here; both Paul of Taron and Nerses IV (notes 57 and 58, above) iden-
tified their “Manicheans” with Armenian Paulicians.

66 Aristaces of Lastivert, trans. Conybeare, pp. 131-134; ¢f. N. Garsoian, “Byzantine
Heresy — A Re-Interpretation”, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 25 (1971), p. 99.

67 Gregory Magistros, trans. Conybeare, pp. 149-151; cf. Garsoian, Paulician Heresy,
p. 144,

68 Kuirakos of Kantzag, trans. M: Brosset, “Histoire d’Arménie”, Deux historiens
arméniens, vol. 1, St. Petersburg (1870), p. 47; Stephen Orbelian, “Histoire de
Ia Siounie”, ibid., pp. 158-160, 164165, 177-179.
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Armenian Church should indiscriminately accuse its members of dualist
inclinations of one kind or another. Thus, the great Byzantine theologian
Theodore the Studite (early ninth century) alleged that the week’s fast
Armenians kept a month before the general fast of Lent was of Paulician
origin.®® Its existence eventually became so disturbing to pious Chalcedo-
nians that it made them attack all Armenian fasts as works of the devil,
while a synod held in 1107 had to pronounce an anathema on those who
broke the ordinary Wednesday fast that week in order to distinguish them-
selves from the Armenians.® The ruler of the Armenian province of Kars,
on his conversion to orthodoxy, had to renounce not only the doctrines of
various Monophysite sects but also those of Mani and of “Sarkis the
Paulician”.™ Isaac Catholicus accused the Armenians of seventeen specific-
ally Paulician customs so accurately described that he must have copied
his descriptions deliberately from a Paulician source.” These suspicions had
even spread beyond the empire. An Armenian who visited Rome in the
pontificate of Benedict VIII (1012-1024) with the innocent intention of
praying at its holy places, was instantly denounced as a heretic worthy of
death “because in those days Armenia was full of Manicheans, and any
Armenian had acquired this reputation”. In fact, it proved that this parti-
cular Armenian was not only no Manichean but even no “‘schismatic”,
Monophysite or otherwise: “he was not even tainted with the unacceptable
dogma or ritual of the Greeks”.” It cannot be that Alexius, with his en-
thusiasm for theology, was ignorant of this reputation acquired by the
Armenians. He too would readily suspect them of some dualist infection
especially at Philippopolis in the heart of Thrace, where Armenian Pauli-
cians had been so long established. Accordingly, to be on the safe side, he
would demand from all his Armenian converts a second baptism. It was
probably no accident that the same synod .which condemned Nilus, con-
demned a certain Blachernites, also brought before it by Alexius, on a
charge of actually belonging to one of the dualist sects.™

69 S. Theodori Studitae catechesis chronica, MPG vol. 99, cols. 1697D=1700B; a
clear reference to Paulicians if taken together with Isaaci Armenige Catholici
oratio invectiva adversus Armenios XII1.8 = MPG vol. 132, col. 1204B.

70 Grumel, No. 985 (p. 71 — decree no. 16}; see Troitsky, pp. 215-216 (note 2).

71 Matthew of Edessa I11.93 = Dulaurier, pp. 138-139; cf. Conybeare, Introduc-
tion, p. 1xviii.

72 Oratio invectiva VIII = MPG vol, 132, cols. 1180C-1181D; Conybeare, Intro-
duction, pp. 1xxvi-1xxx and pp. 171-173.

73 Galini concilationis ecclesiage Armeniae cum Romana pars prima XVIIL 33-41
= vol. I, Rome (1690), pp. 220-224; cf. Tournebize, p. 152.

74 Grumel as in note 1, above; Anna Comnena, X.i.6 = Leib, vol, 2, p. 189.
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Such, then, were the circumstances of the affair of Nilus and the conver-
sions at Philippopolis, However, for a better understanding of the position
of the Armenians under Alexius it is necessary to consider relations between
Armenians and Byzantines in a longer perspective. It should be recalled
that their conversion had been attempted by three previous emperors. In
936 Romanus I Lecapenus is said to have expelled Armenian monks and
priests who had refused to accept Chalcedon, from the empire. Nothing is
known of this attempt beyond its bare mention in an Armenian source.”™
The next attempt was by Constantine X Ducas. Between 1060 and 1063,
in Constantinople and elsewhere, Armenian service books were burnt, the
bread and wine of the eucharist desecrated. Many who refused to be con-
verted were expelled. The catholicus and several of his bishops came to
negotiate but were expected to submit. On ‘heir refusal, they were seized
and sent off to captivity in northern Greece.” The third attempt was by
Romanus IV Diogenes (1068-1071). Of this attempt, too, there is only the
bare mention.” But the distinction to be drawn between these three attempts
is not that one of them is better authenticated than the others and that more
is known about it. The distinction is, rather, that by the time of Constantine
X relations between Armenians and Byzantines were quite different from
what they had been. From the middle of the seventh century when the
immediate challenge of the Monophysites had disappeared, and for more
than three hundred years thereafter, the Armenians within the empire —
whatever the dislike of their real or suspected heresies — seem to have lived
more or less undisturbed. There is even evidence that they could, if they
wished, join in the orthodox liturgy and receive communion with the rest
of the congregation. It was only in 971 that the catholicus Gagik I thought
it necessary to begin appointing bishops for Byzantine Armenians so that
their congregations might become unmistakably separate from the Chal-
cedonian majority.”® It is improbable, therefore, that the attempt by Ro-
manus I was the result of deliberate conversionist policy. Perhaps he reck-

75 Kuirakos, trans. Brosset, pp. 44-45.

76 Michael the Syrian, XV.2 = Chabot, vol. 3, pp. 166-168; Grumel, nos. 890,
891 (pp. 18-19); Gregorii Barhebraei chronicon ecclesiasticum, ed. & trans. from
the Syriac by I.B. Abbeloos & T.J. Lamy, vol. 1, Louvain (1872), pp. 439-440.

77 Michael the Syrian XV. 4 = Chabot, vol. 3, p. 169.

78 See two friendly letters from the patriarch Photius (858-867; 877-886) to an
Armenian prince and a catholicus, Photii Patriarchae Constantinopolitani epistolae
1. 9 & 10 = MPG vol. 102, cols. 703-715; cf. G. Every, The Byzantine Patriar-
chate, London (1962), p. 58, note 3; p. 149; M. Ormanian, The Church of Arme-
nia, London (1912), p. 49.
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oned, since converts were always welcome, that he might thereby gain extra
favour with the Church needing, as he did, all support available for an
unstable regime — just as about the same time he began on an attempt to
convert Byzantine Jews.” But the appointment of Armenian bishops to
Byzantine Armenian congregations marked the end of what might now-
adays be called the “‘peaceful coexistence” of the two churches on Byzantine
soil. Even as the attempts of Alexius at converting or expelling the Arme-
nians were not the first, so they were not the last: open hostility did not
end with him. According to Matthew of Edessa, his son John II Comnenus
(1118-1143) followed his father’s example — including the demand for a
second baptism.*® John’s son, Manuel I Comnenus (1143-1180) was, for
the Armenians, anti-Christ in person: had he not shortened his name from
one meaning deus nobiscurn (Immanuel) to one which meant a nobis deus
(Manuel, ie., minuel)?%* The primary cause for this sharpening of religious
antagonisms was an exceptional growth of the Byzantine Armenian com-
munity during the last quarter of the tenth and the first half of the eleventh
century. _

One reason why — apart from the disappearance of a serious Mono-
physite challenge — Byzantine Armenians had been enjoying a measure of
peaceful coexistence with the Greeks was that, except for the two transfers
of Armmenians to Thrace which hardly effected the general situation, they
had formed an established, a hardly changing element within the empire.
For many centuries, first under Persian then under Muslim pressure, Arme-
nians from many walks of life had gradually made their homes in Byzan-
tium. They became successful merchants and skilled craftsmen. They settled
in most of the large cities. They travelled the empire and outside it with
their own products and with general merchandise. The more educated among
them absorbed the culture of the majority. But these Armenian settlers did
not only engage in trade and manufacture. Their country had ever been
the seat of war. It had been perpetually fought over not only by the great
powers which surrounded it — Byzantium and Persia, then Byzantium and
the caliphates — but also by its own feudal nobles. Many of the Armenians
who immigrated to Byzantium had been bred to a special aptitude for the
military art — “a life of blows given and received which they much enjoyed”
as one writer puts it — at any rate, to a life which eminently fitted them for

79 See A. Sharf, Byzantine Jewry from Justinian to the First Crusade, London
(1971), pp. 95-101; S. Runciman, The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and his
Reign, Cambridge (1929), p. 65, pp. 78-79.

80 See note 39, above.

81 Samuel of Ani, p. 452, Kuirakos, p. 75.
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employment in the armies of the empire.®? It was no accident that both
Constantine V and John Tzimisces needed them for the defence of the north-
ern frontier. Of course, their abilities in these various fields did not mean
that they were necessarily liked. Now and then they had to suffer the abuse
which is the common lot of minorities. Armenians, it was said, were cunning,
deceitful and evil-tongued; as they rose from obscurity to riches, so they
sank lower and lower in depravity.®* He who had an Armenian for a friend,
need not wish for an enemy.®* But anti-Armenian prejudice cannot have
been over-strong. Many Armenians, not invariably of noble birth in their
own country, rose to the highest offices of state and even reached the im-
perial throne. Leo V (813-820), actually called “the Armenian, was only
one of several to achieve this position. An outstanding example was Basil I
(867-886), founder of the dynasty which ruled Byzantium for nearly two
hundred years and added greatly to its glories. Supposedly a Macedonian,
the name by which the dynasty is known, it is usually accepted that he was
really of Armenian origin.?

It was the eastward expansion of the empire under Basil’s successors in
prolonged and successful campaigns against the Muslim rulers of northern
Syria and parts of Armenia which brought about the change in the situation
of the Byzantine Armenians. Beginning with the occupation of Taron (south-
west Armenia) in 968, large numbers of Armenians became subjects of By-
zantium. For purposes of security, many of them were taken wholesale and
settled within the old frontiers, mostly in Asia Minor, where they quickly
spread and multiplied. In Cappadocia, its eastern region, they came to out-

82 See J. Laurent, “Les origines médiévales de la question arménienne”, Revue des
études arméniennes 1 (1920), p. 47; S. Der Nersessian, Armenians and the Byzan-
tine Empire, Cambridge (1947), pp. 20-21, 27-28.

83 See the verses in C.A. Trypanis, Medieval and Modern Greek Poetry, Oxford
(1951), p. 43; cf. S. Vryonis, “Byzantium: The Social Basis of Decline in the
Eleventh Century”, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 2 (1959}, p. 173 and
note 29. For examples of usages of the word “Armenian” as synonymous with
magical practices, mostly evil, see M. Bartikian, “Traces de sectateurs arméniens
en Grice septentrionale”, Revue des Etudes Arméniennes, nouvelle série, I
(1964), pp. 331-345. ,

84 See K. Krumbacher, “Mittel griechische Sprichwoerter”, Sitzungsberichte zu
Muenchen (1888), p. 246.

85 For a comprehensive survey of Byzantine Armenian emperors, generals and
ministers until the end of the tenth century, see P. Charanis, “Armenians in the
Byzantine Empire”, Byzantinoslavica 22 (1961), pp. 196-228; on Basil I, see N.
Adontz, “L'age et P'origine de Pempereur Basile I, BYZ 8 (1933), pp. 475-500;
9 (1934), pp. 223-260.
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number the Greeks.®®* Armenians, together with other communities also dis-
placed by the Macedonian conquests, so added to the non-Greek population
of Constantinople that in 1044 all such foreigners who could not prove a
past residence of thirty years were ordered to leave on pain of severe punish-
ment.®” The Armenians who were again to be found under Alexius were a
part, probably, of a second influx. This time it was composed of refugees
from the invasions of the Saljik Turks, who had occupied the whole of
Armenia by 1064 and had gone on to occupy part of Asia Minor reversing,
that is to say, the conquests of the Macedonians. It was this exceptional
growth of the Byzantine Armenian community, whether through Byzantine
or Turkish expansion, which sharpened religious antagonisms and led not
only to repeated attempts by the authorities at more or less forcible con-
version, but also not infrequently to suspicion and hatred of those Arme-
nians who did convert.?¢ The comparatively good relations hitherto existing
between Armenians and Greeks were no less eroded by the Armenian re-
action to this new aggressive policy. On his march through Asia Minor to
meet the advancing Saljiks, Romanus IV had to protect his army against an
Armenian population infuriated by his missionary activity, while the Greeks
there bitterly complained to him that they had suffered more from these
Christian fellow-citizens than from the Muslim enemy. At the battle of
Manzikert (1071), the disastrous end to this march and to his reign, Arme-
nian units in his army refused to obey his orders.®® Fourteen years after the
battle Armenians were still attacking Greeks in Asia Minor whenever they
had the chance, although both communities by then were under Saljiik rule,
while the Armenian congregation which Alexius dispersed had been sus-
pected of secret communications with the invader.’ When, in 1097, the
leaders of the First Crusade brought their armies into Asia Minor, the
Armenians welcomed them with unmixed joy. They guided, fed and com-
forted these weary Western knights, without a doubt greatly smoothing their
path to the siege of ‘Antioch. For, however much the faith of crusader and

86 Michael the Syrian XIII. 5 = Chabot, vol. 3, p. 133; cf. N. Adontz, “Les Taro-
nites en Arménie et a Byzance”, BYZ 10 (1935), p. 542; Grousset, p. 494, pp.
531-535, pp. 553%-555.

87 See G. Schlumberger, L'Epopée byzantine a la fin du dixi¢me siscle, vol. 3,
Paris (1905), pp. 424-426.

83 See Vryonis, pp. 167-169; 1. Doens, “Nicon de la Montagne Noire”, BYZ 24
(1954), p. 134. ‘

89 Michaelis Atsteliates Historta, ed. 1. Bekker, Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzan-
tinae, Bonn (1853), p. 113, p. 135; cf. Vryonis, pp. 171-172.

90 Michael the Syrian XV. 4 = Chabot, vol. 3, p. 173; see note 19, above.
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Armenian differed, between them there was no reason for enmity.®* On the
other hand, the Armenians were ready to accuse the Byzantines of an even
worse reception of the crusaders than the reality: it was rumoured, for
instance, that they had tried to poison their food.?? It was the Byzantines
who were the enemy of Armenians and Crusaders alike: it was the “sover-
eigns of Constantinople’, declared an Armenian cleric early in the twelfth
century, ‘“‘whose actions and deeds plainly show the implacable hatred to
which they were sworn towards our nation.°* No wonder that Byzantine
writers, on their part, begin to mention Armenians together with Jews —
and in exactly the same derogatory terms.”* And no wonder that Alexius,
on his part, reacted in the way he did to the affair of Nilus and to the
situation at Philippopolis, when the universal assumption that the loyalty
of the subject was to be equated automatically with the orthodoxy of his
doctrine had been so amply demonstrated by the behaviour of the Arme-
nians during the campaign of Manzikert and by the enthusiastic welcome
extended by them to the Crusaders — who, in Byzantine eyes, werc merely
another army of invaders. What is to be remarked upon is, rather, his com-
paratively gentle way with the Armenians who refused to be converted —
gentle, at least, compared to his treatment of the Bogomils from whom,
despite his suspicions, he clearly distinguished them. To some extent, it was
the Byzantine tradition in these matters. There was no equivalent to the
Inquisition: heretical books were burnt — not heretics. The execution of
the Bogomil heresiarch (and the threat of execution to his followers if they
did not recant) was a very rare, perhaps a solitary instance, even though
this was the punishment prescribed by law for Manicheans. But the reason
for his comparative gentleness towards the Armenians may also lic in the
circumstance that the foregoing picture of hostility and suspicion between
them and the Greeks has to be modified in one striking respect.

The new antagonisms and their results hardly affected the position of the
highly-placed Armenians. Now, there is nothing strange about this immunity
when enjoyed by those who had reached imperial rank. While their rise to
it pointed to the degree of integration the community had achieved, their
policies towards Armenia and the Armenians were not in the least influ-

91 See S. Runciman, A4 History of the Crusades, vol. I, Cambridge (1951), pp. 190-
192.

92 Samue! of Ani, p. 447.

93 Gregory the Priest CXXVI, ed. & trans. E. Dulaurier, “Le chronique de Gré-
goire le Pétre”, DA, p. 191.

94 See A. Sharf, “Jews, Armenians and the Patriarch Athanasius I, Bar-Ilan Annual
16~17 (1979), pp. 31-32, 39-40.
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enced by their own origins. Romanus I and John Tzimisces both came from
Armenian families as did, for that matter, Anna Dalassena.” But it is cer-
tainly remarkable that the number of Armenians holding high civil or mili-
tary appointments was not noticeably smaller than in the centuries of co-
existence® — even when their positive Armenian identity was plain for all
to see. One outstanding example was the Armenian noble Grigor, or Gre-
gory. Welcomed at Constantinople in 1044, the very year when ordinary
Armenians were ordered to leave the city, he was made governor of the
newly-conquered province of Mesopotamia with the title of magistros (the
old magister officiorum), a high honour sometimes accorded to foreign
notables.?” He loyally served the empire until his death in 1058, especially
distinguishing himself by a relentless campaign against every sort of dual-
ism.®® Famous both as classical scholar and theologian, the esteem in which
he was held by the authorities did not mean that he bad converted to
Byzantine orthodoxy — the evidence is all to the contrary: during his life
and after his death the Armenians extolled both his learning and his extra-
ordinary spiritual graces.”” Another example shows how an Armenian noble
served three emperors, the third of whom was Alexius himself. This was
Vahram, or Philaretus, according to Anpa Comnena “remarkable for his
courage and intelligence,**> who had managed to salvage from the advanc-
ing Saljiiks a strip of territory for the empire stretching from Antioch to
Tarsus. He was created megas domesticos by Romanus IV, a title at that
period reserved for the imperial family but, like magistros, occasionally grant-
ed to foreign nobles judged worthy of it; his personal loyalty to Romanus was
strong enough for him not to recognize his usurper and successor Michael
VI (1071-1078). But he made his peace with the next emperor, Nicephorus
IIT (1078-1081), and was thereupon honoured by him no less with the title

95 On the Armenian family of Romanus I see Charanis, pp. 219-220; on that of
John Tzimisces, Emin, Studies, pp. 165-166; on that of Anna Dalassena, N.
Adontz, “Notes Arméno-Byzantines”, BYZ 10 (1935), pp- 178-185.

96 See Charanis, pp. 235-236.

97 See Conybeare, Introduction, p. Ixxi; L. Bréhier, Les institutions de U'empire
byzantin, Paris (1949), p. 106.

98 Gregory Magistros, trans. Conybeare, pp. 142-148; V. Langlois, “Grégoire Ma-
gistros”, CHAMA, vol. 1, pp. 401-403.

99 See e.g, Matthew of Edessa II. 95 = Dulaurier, pp. 154-155; cf. V. Langlois,
«“Mémoire sur la vie et les écrits du prince Grégoire Magistros”, Journal Astati-
que, 6-ieme série, 13 (1869), p. 18; cf. M. Leroy, “Grégoire Magistros et lcs
traductions arméniennes d’auteurs grecs”, Annuaire de FPinstitut de philologie et
d’histoire orientales et slaves 3 (1955), pp. 266-273.

100 Anna Comnena, VI. ix. 2 = Leib, vol. 2, p. 64.
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curopalates, continuing to rule his territory as Byzantine governor until most
of it fell to the Saljiks between 1084 and 1085.2°* His standing with the
Byzantines is brought out by Anna’s opinion of him: she heartily disliked
all Armenians — Monophysite or Chalcedonian.** But Philaretus was only
one of several Armenians who served Alexius. Much closer to him was
Gregory Pacourianus who had been domesticos under Michael VII and had
been entrusted by him with the execution of seven consecutive imperial
rescripts.’®* Promoted megas domesticos when he helped Alexius to the
throne,** he was five years in charge of imperial troops.’® When he was
killed in action, Alexius mourned him bitterly “for he dearly loved the
man™.'*® Here too, Anna, while denigrating her father’s other Armenian
ministers, cannot but praise Pacourianus, comparing him to a hero in
Homer.'*" At the same time, Pacourianus was no assimilated Greek. A
faithful servant of the empire like Gregory Magistros and Philaretus, he
never forgot any more than they did that he was an Armenian. A monastery
which he founded was for his compatriots only: Greeks were explicitly
excluded from it.1*%

Why did the Armeno-Byzantine nobility remain so unaffected in the
eleventh century by the deterioration of relations between Armenians and
Greeks — whether between the two churches or between the two peoples?
Any explanation must take into account a fundamental change which had
by then taken place in the composition of the Byzantine army. For centuries
past it had largely been recruited from the free peasants of Asia Minor,
holding lands allotted to them by the state in return for military service.
This system had been destroyed by the great landlords who had swallowed
the peasant holdings and now raised their own armies composed of their
own tenants, who were wholly or partly bound to the soil. It was these
armies, thus led by a semi-feudal aristocracy, which expanded the eastern

101 See Chalandon, pp. 95-97; Charanis, p. 236; on these titles, sece Bréhier, p. 119.

102 For examples, see Buckler, p. 429.

103 See F. Doelger, Regesten des Kaiserurkunden des ostroemischen Reiches von
565-1453, Muenchen-Berlin (1924-1932), nos. 1016-1022; cf. A.P. Kazhdan,
Armenians in the Composition of the Ruling Class of the Byzantine Empire in
the 11th and 12th Century, Ereven (1975), pp. 5865 (in Russian).

104 Anna Comnena, IV.v.7 = Leib, vol. 1, p. T4; cf. Chalandon, p. 44.

105 Aona Comnena, IV.i2, V.iii2, V.v.1, VIxivl = Leib, vol. 1, p. 159; vol. 2,
p. 14, p. 23, p. 82; cf. Chalandon, p. 66, p. 75, p. 77, p. 81, p. 87, p. 88,
p. 109,

106 Anna Comnena, VI. xiv. 4 = Leib, vol. 2, p. 83.

107 Anna Comnena, VI. v. 6 = Leib, vol. 2, p. 73.

108 See Charanis, p. 231, note 177.

[267]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

frontiers of the empire.’®® And the Armenian nobles of Asia Minor, whether
deliberately re-settled there or come as refugees, with their own feudal fol-
lowing or without it, but still with that tradition and with centuries of
military experience behind them, not only fitted easily into this new struc-
ture but often were highly successful in it. Once more, John Tzimisces, great
landlord, great general, finally great emperor (his armies nearly reached
Jerusalem), is a good example. Thus, it was not only that the Greek and
Armenian elements of this “Asian” military aristocracy, as it was often
called, had a common social basis and a common occupation, links which
by themselves might merely have led to rivairies and jealousies between
Armenian and Greek, but also that the Armenian element had become vital
for imperial defence and was recognized to be so, outweighing racial and
religious antagonisms.!’® If the emperors themselves did not originate from
that element, they had need of its support. And so members of the Arme-
nian feudal aristocracy continued to be appointed to positions of power no
less than their Greek peers, as was Gregory Magistros by Constantine IX
or Pacourianus by Alexius, at a time when Armenians in other walks of life
were being expelled from Constantinople, or had their Church closed and
their priests driven away. Yet, at the same time, it may have been this long
record of loyal service by the Armeno-Byzantine nobility and its integration
eventually into the new military and social structure of the empire, unaf-
fected by disputes between the two churches or by distrust between the two
races, which influenced Alexius to treat Armenians of any class more gently
than he might otherwise have done: to mitigate the potential severity of his
efforts at eradicating their heresy. Perhaps it caused him not to hate all
Armenians quite so profoundly as Matthew of Edessa believed — or as
Anna really did hate them. He certainly seems not to have examined the
orthodoxy, any more than had his predecessors, of those Armenians from
whom he had benefited, whom he trusted — even, it seems, loved. The end
of peaceful coexistence between the two churches had, indeed, limited, but
had far from destroyed, the conditions for peaceful coexistence between
Byzantines and Armenians in the Byzantium of Alexius.

109 See Ostrogorsky, pp. 239-279.

110 Kazhdan (chart facing p. 160) shows 47 different Armenian families holding
important positions between the end of the tenth and the second half of the
twelfth century.
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Among the letters of Athanasius, patriarch of Constantinofyle from 1289 to
1293 and from 1304 to 1309, letters now readily accessible in a systematic
edition with a translation and commentary,' there are four in which he
mentions Constantinople’s Jewish inhabitants. All four belong to his second
term of office. The first was probably written in the summer of 1305. It
asks the bishops of the Synod, the permanent governing body of the Byzan-
tine church, to support him in his plea that the emperor, Andronicus II
(1282-1328), deal with a number of current problems, One is that of the
Jews and the Armenians. It would be an act pleasing to God, Athanasius
tells the bishops, if the emperor expelled both communities from Constan-
tinople. And the bishops must support him here since, in his opinion, a
request of this sort requires “a joint supplication,”® that is a request by
the patriarch and Synod combined. The second letter mentioning the Jews
also associates them with the Armenians. This letter is addressed to the
emperor himself. Its date is uncertain, but it was probably written shortly
after the first* Like many others addressed to the emperor, it is a letter of
rebuke: he has failed to do what he ought to have done, both as an exam-
ple to his sons and as a father to his subjects, who are no less his children.
One of his failures is that the Jews and the Armenians have not been ex-
pelled. The plea of Athanasius, whether supported by the Synod or no, has
gone unheard. But the wording of the letter at this point suggests that it is
not merely a sin of omission which is being rebuked: “The people,” alleges

1 Athanasii 1 Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistolae CXV, ed. & trans. A M.F.
Talbot, Dumbarton Oaks (1975).

2 See Talbot, op. cit.,, p. 330.

3 Ibid., p. 52, lines 7-8. 4 See ibid., p. 345.
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Athanasius, “are defiled as they ought not to be by the introduction of
Jews and Armenians.””® Andronicus is apparently being accused of having
brought them himself into Constantinople. And their presence is an evil no
fess than the other evils now flourishing for lack of a ruler’s loving guid-
ance — financial corruption, adultery, incest, sexual perversions, blasphemy
and witchcraft. It is because of such sins that Byzantium has had to suffer
at the hands of the Ottoman Turks — God’s punishment for an emperor’s
shortcomings.® The third letter, also addressed to the emperor, and written
about the same time,” again places Jews and Armenians in the same cate-
gory. It can be understood as explaining what Athanasius means by their
presence defiling the people: It is the wholly unjustifiable religious toler-
ation that both communities enjoy. Both are permitted their houses of
prayer in spite of the fact that the Jews sneer at ‘Christian customs,
especially at the “pious veneration of images,” while the Armenians per-
petrate unspecified outrages against the orthodox.® Perhaps this is how both
Jews and Armenians defile the capital of a Christian empire. And both
have something else unpleasant in common. Both alike, alleges Athanasius,
have achieved this immunity of theirs by their readiness to pay for it. In
regard to the Jews he accuses a particular official, a certain Kokalas, of
taking such bribes® The fourth letter is primarily concerned with quite a
different subject. It asks of two bishops that they make known to the
emperor how Athanasius is being hindered in his celebration of the liturgy
by those who insist, so he alleges, on a ritual approved by the Pope. This
letter belongs to the last year of the patriarchate of Athanasius. It may,
indeed, foreshadow his resignation and his retirement to a monastery be-
cause the emperor failed to support him against his enemies.*® Its interest
here, however, is that Athanasius thinks to strengthen his case by compar-

5 Ibid,, p. 76, line 6; the passage reads, “§r, od udvov ddl0ayroc xaredeipbn J yowds
Aade, dAAd xal 17 sloaywysi d¢ ovx Beidey *Twwdalwy xai ’ Apueviwy xatauaiveras”.
S.B. Bowman, The Jews in Byzantium 1261-1453, unpublished doctoral disserta-
tion, Ohio State University (1974), available on Xerox 75-3015 (1977), p. 291,
has “so that the untaught common people may not only be besmeared but also
not be defiled in the entrance on account of their being in debt to the Jews and
Armenians”. However, while &geadey can mean “owe” — ie. be in debt —
as well as “ought”, xaredelpfy cannot mean “besmeared” and “in the en-
trance” seems to make no sense.

6 Talbot, p. 76, lines 8-11.

7 See ibid., p. 348.

8 Ibid., p. 82, lines 10-13; lines 16-17.

9 Ibid., p. 82, lines 13-15.

10 See ibid., p. 433.
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ing certain of these enemies to the Jews who also “are against my entering
the church of God and proclaiming the sufferings of my Lord as is cus-
tomary.”** By this he means that the Jews, just like the supporters of
western ritual, would hinder his celebration of the liturgy as accepted in
Byzantium.

In order to evaluate these four passages, firstly, so far as the Jews of
Constantinople are concerned, something must be said about their condi-
tion at that time. The beginning of the fourteenth century has a certain
significance in the history of Byzantine Jewry. It was then that a new
development was nearing its completion: the re-establishment of a com-
munity in Constantinople after an interval for the city proper of about two
centuries. During the reign of Alexius I Comnenus (1081-1118), the Jews
had been transferred from their quarter in the city facing the Golden Horn
to Pera, a suburb on the other side of it, and that is where the Jewish
traveller Benjamin of Tudela found them when he visited Constantinople
in 116812 In the summer of 1203, the leaders of the so-called Fourth
Crusade, that is those western nobles who divided the European territories
of the empire between themselves, advanced to capture Constantinople,
and in the fighting this quarter was burnt to the ground.®® It was only
after Constantinople had again become the Byzantine capital under the
father of Andronicus, Michael VIII Paleoclogus (1261-1282), that there is
fresh evidence of a Jewish community. Its re-establishment may have begun
near the end of Michael’s reign or at the beginning of that of Andronicus.
The latter was quite possibly active in the business, if he did not initiate
it;** that Andronicus might thus have favoured the Jews is supported not
only by the assertion that it was he who actually “introduced” them into
Constantinople, but also by a later rescript of his granting various privileges
to Yanina, a town of north-western Greece, which included explicitly pri-
vileges for its Jews.’® In any event, the Jews were now allowed back into

11 Ibid., p. 264, lines 9-11.

12 Benjamin of Tudela, Sefer Mas‘aot, ed. & trans. M.N. Adler, The Itinerary of
Benjamin of Tudela, London (1907), p. 16 (text), p. 14 (trans.)

13 GL. Tafel & G.M. Thomas, Fontes \Rerum Austriacarum, Abt, II, Band 12, Teil
1, Vienna (1856), p. 297, <f. J. Starr, Romania, Paris (1949), p. 25; D. Jacoby, “Les
quartiers juifs de Constantinople & I'époque byzantine,” Byzantion 37 (1967),
p. 188; Bowman, p. 261.

14 See Jacoby, op. cit., pp. 189-194; Starr, op. cit,, p. 27; cf. D. Jacoby, “Yenetian
Diplomatic Protection to Jews in Constantinople in the 14th and 15th Centuries,”
Zion 27 (1960-61), p. 24 (in Hebrew).

15 F. Miklosich & J. Mueller, Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi sacra et profana,
vol. 5, Vienna (1887), p. 83; cf. Starr, p. 113; Bowman, pp. 292-293.
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Constantinople itself — perhaps as part of a policy to rebuild and repopu-
late a largely ruined and despoiled capital’® Their new quarter was in the
district of Vlanga, to the south of the city, not far from the shores of the
Sea of Marmora.'”

There is another sense in which this was a new community, and not only
the re-establishment of the previous one in a different place. It was now
composed of two distinct elements. Its members had been attracted to the
capital, as was to be expected, from many different parts of what had been
or, in some instances, had once more become, the Byzantine empire. How-

" ever some of the lands or cities that had been lost had not been regained,
‘nor did they belong any more to the crusaders and their descendants. They
now belonged to the Republic of Venice. The Jews who came to Constan-
tinople from these Venetian territories could claim Venetian citizenship,
exactly as could any other of their inhabitants who, in one way or another,
had acquired it. Such Jews enjoyed the protection of the bailo, the repre-
sentative of all the Venetians who lived in Constantinople, while represen-
tations could also be made at the imperial court by Venetian ambassadors
if privileges granted by Byzantium to Venetian citizens were thought to
have been infringed. These privileges were basically commercial. The best
known and most important of them was freedom from all taxes levied
on the production or movement of various items of merchandise. This
privilege was treated very seriously by Venice whether Jews or non-Jews
were concerned. In 1290, for example, the “Quarantia,” the body appointed
by the Venetian senate to administer the criminal law, fixed the penalties
to which the governor of a Venetian colony would be subject if found
guilty of levying such taxes on a Venetian few from which a non-Jewish
Venetian would have been exempt® In 1320, the bailo at Constantinople
was complaining to Venice that Venetian citizens, Christians and Jews
alike, were being harassed by various officials into paying taxes in breach
of their agreed privilege.® It was not only treated seriously, it was also a
firmly established privilege and one with a long history. Ever since 1082,
when Alexius I had granted the Venetians complete freedom of trade

16 See D.M. Nicol, The Last Centuries of Byzantium, London (1972), pp. 65-66.

17 Maximi Planudis monachi epistolae, ed. M. Treu, Breslau (1886-1890), pp. 50-52
(Letter 31), and cf. p. 261; on the quarter, sec R. Janin, Constantinople Byzan-
tine, Paris (1950), p. 304; cf. Jacoby, Byzantion, p. 191.

18 S.M. Theotokes, Acta er decreta maioris consilii venetiarum res creticas illustran-
tia, Athens (1933), p. 30, lines 33-38.

19 G.M. Thomas, Diplomatarium V eneto-Levantinum, vol. 1, Venice (1880), p.165;

~ cf. Bowman, p. 299.
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within the empire and exemption from all customs in return for the ser-
vices of their fleet against Norman invaders, a similar policy had from time
to time been forced upon his successors and for similar reasons: lack of
means, whether military or financial, to protect themselves against their
various enemies. And so the many dangers that threatened his newly estab-
lished regime forced Michael in 1268 once again to grant the Venetians
their traditional preferential treatment, and in 1295 forced Andronicus to
confirm that grant.2® Such, then, were the circumstances of the existence
of two groups in the new community. There were those Jews who were
legally in the control of the Byzantine authorities, and there were those
who were virtually outside it since, although it would be exaggerated to
suppose a formal extra-territorial status for them, it is obvious enough that
these commercial privileges could not but be linked with a great measure
of political independence, an independence indeed enjoyed by the non-
Jewish Venetians who had their own quarter in Constantinople. It is no
less obvious, then, why in this respect at least, the plea of Athanasius
could not be granted. The Venetian Jews of Constantinople could not be
touched.

However, this was not the only beneficial consequence of Venetian privi-
leges for Jews in Constantinople. The protected status of the Venetian Jews
also gave a degree of protection to those directly under Byzantine authority.
It did this in two ways, so far as the years when Athanasius wrote his
four letters are concerned. Firstly, at the end of the thirteenth and at the
beginning of the fourteenth centuries, Jews from both groups were working
together in the leather industry. The Venetian Jews did the skinning, the
Byzantine Jews the tanning. In 1318 or 1319 Andronicus forbade the latter
because they were benefiting from the tax exemption enjoyed by the former
and so causing the state treasury extra loss, and in 1324 this possibility
was finally ended when the Venetian Jews were moved to a quarter of
their own. But while Venetian and Byzantine Jews formed in this field a
single economic unit, Andronicus might well have thought even a selective
attack on the community unwise, since the welfare of one group was in-
volved in the welfare of the other and an undesirable reaction from Venice
was then scarcely avoidable?* Secondly, the legal distinction between the
two groups was not so immutable as would at first glance appear. This
was because the definition of Venetian citizenship, of course for Jew or
non-Jew alike, could be decided by Venice herself. In 1277, Michael had

* 20 Tafel & Thomas, op. cit., Band 14, Teil 3, Vienna (1857), pp. 96-97; pp. 327, 329.
21 See Jacoby, Byzantion, pp. 196-202.
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agreed to potentially as drastic a concession as any tax exemption, a con-
cession confirmed by Andronicus in 1285, Whenever there arose a doubtiul
or disputed case, the bailo himself would have the final word on whether
someone was a Venetian citizen or not.?? In effect, this meant that Byzantine
jurisdiction over any Jew was potentially in doubt, since its exercise de-
pended, if challenged, on the decision of an official who was ipso facto
outside it. Actually or potentially, therefore, a major obstacle to an attack
upon the community, to an attack upon either of its groups was, in one
way or another, the special relationship between Venice and the Byzantine
Empire.

It is this relatively strong position enjoyed by the Jews of Constantinople,
whether Byzantine or Venetian, which is emphasised by what Athanasius
himself in fact has to say about them. First and foremost, this position is
reflected most clearly in the importance of the man who, according to
Athanasius, was willing to grant the Jews favours in exchange for whatever
he received in return. Kokalas was a member of a noble family, linked by
marriage to that of the emperor, and probably held the office of Great
Logariast, the office responsible for the entire working of the financial
administration.?® But the other references by Athanasius are as illuminating
if they be understood in the light of what his own position was at the time.
His first term of office had. been highly controversial. Accustomed from
earliest childhood to the strictest of regimens, he was distinguished for his
adherence to it in the monastery he entered at the age of twelve. His ex-
treme asceticism and harsh discipline of himself, as of others when in
authority, earned him many enemies and helped to bring about his resig-
nation. And he was brought back, as we shall note later, against fierce
opposition: all the sources, whether lay or ecclesiastical, almost unani-
mously testify to his general unpopularity.?* That he thought the Jews im-
portant enough to be specifically mentioned as an element in that opposi-
tion is shown by the ways in which he links them to church matters.

Firstly, in regard to their presence as such, he is compelled, it appears,
to seek the support of bishops many of whom must have been hostile to
him: the Synod must help him over the Jews, he says; this is one of the
matters where the emperor had better be approached by “a joint supplica-

22 Tafel & Thomas, Band 14, Teil 3, p. 133, p. 142, p. 330.

23 See Talbot, p. 349; on this office see M. Angold, A Byzantine Government in
Exile: Government and Society under the Lascarids of Nicea 1204-1261, Oxford
(1975), p. 147, p. 204. ’

24 See Talbot, p. Xix.
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tion.”?> Then, there are his particular complaints about the Jews. Both
they and certain of his ecclesiastical enemies would disturb him in the
celebration of the liturgy. His complaint about the latter is not difficult to
understand. In 1274, Michael had tried to gain the help of the papacy
against a western threat to the existence of his recently established empire
by promising to bring the Byzantine church into a measure of conformity
with Roman dogma and custom. Andronicus had repudiated this promise,
the Union of Lyons, immediately after his accession, partly because political
changes in the west had made it unnecessary, partly because the majority of
his clergy had been violently against it. Yet there were those who had
welcomed the Union, and this minority had been rigorously punished.
However, the extremism of Athanasius would not let him rest: real or
imaginary papalists continued in his eyes to be a stumbling block for the
orthodox.2¢ Obviously, he can hardly have been comparing advocates: of
the Union to Jews in the sense that Jews, too, would have nothing against
a Christian liturgy were it only Roman and not Byzantine. Partly he un-
doubtedly does so because it was standard practice in theological polemic to
compare one’s opponents to the Jews. But partly he probably does so be-
cause, even over an issue where he could expect the support of a majority,
his unpopularity made it desirable to emphasise and perhaps exaggerate
the importance of the papalist minority by comparing it to another minor-
ity about whose importance, it would seem, there could be no argument.
His second complaint against the Jews can be similarly understood:
partly as derived from standard polemic, partly in the context of his own
struggle. The Jews sneer at the icons, he says, it is chiefly for this reason
that it is so wrong to grant them freedom of worship. On the one hand,
his choice of this particular reason follows, as in the previous instance, an
old tradition. Veneration of icons was supposed to be that Christian custom
which, according to the Byzantines, was the one Jews most disliked — its
defence had been a cardinal point in conversionist propaganda for hundreds
of years.?” On the other hand, for Athanasius, the veneration of icons was
also a subject of immediate controversy. Three times at least in his stormy
career, it was over this subject that he was at odds with his enemies. One
of his chief accusations against the titular patriarch of Alexandria in a
quarrel lasting many years was that of iconoclasm. That patriarch, he

25 See note (3), above.

26 See Nicol, pp. 101-102; Talbot, p. 433.

27 See e.g. references in A. Sharf, Byzantine Jewry from Justinian to the Fourth
Crusade, London (1971), pp. 79-80, notes 55-58.

[275]



JEWS AND OTHER MINORITIES IN BYZANTIUM

alleged, destroyed an icon in order to use its metals for a statue of the
emperor.?® Another of his enemies, Niphon, bishop of Cyzicus, he who
eventually ousted him from office, was as bad, he said, in a climax to many
accusations, as those who “fight against the holy pictures.”?® Finally, it was
an act of flagrant iconoclasm which, according to Athanasius, caused him
to give up his whole struggle. His enemies secretely placed under his foot-
stool an icon depicting the second person of the trinity, the Virgin- Mary
and the emperor Andronicus so that he would, as it were, place his foot
upon it and thus at once dishonour his emperor and his faith.* The trick
was discovered in time, but Athanasius was deeply shocked. In his letter
of resignation he gives it as the reason why he cannot continue in the office
of patriarch. He cannot bear this attack on his “holy and blameless faith.”
He will not serve with those who “did not shrink from attacking the holy,
theandric [pertaining to God and man, i.e. the second person of the trinity]
and venerable image — abomination of desolation, woe is me — also our
immaculate Lady the Mother.” He ignores the aspect of lése majesté, the
equal dishonour to the representation of the emperor.’* But there were
plenty of other ‘reasons for his resignation which he does not mention, not
least that the emperor found the feeling against Athanasius too strong to
fight. Nor does this third example, any more than the other two, point to
a revival of an iconoclastic movement which Athanasius found himself
in the end unable to contend with, a movement of which there had been
few signs for some four hundred years. All three examples point only to
the special place he gave to the veneration of icons. Thus, his choice of
complaint against the Jews, that they sneer at the icons, is comparable to
his complaint that they would disturb his celebration of the liturgy. In
both, he accords them a comparable status to that of his real and imme-
diate enemies, a comparable importance. In the end, the emperor did not
help him -against these enemies, whether Jews or Christians. One circum-
stance must have been particularly galling for Athanasius, even after his
retirement. His monastery, on the hill of Xerolophos in the south of the
city near the Sea of Marmora, was also near the Jewish quarter.®?

28 Talbot, p. 170, lines 137-140.

29 Ibid., p. 248, lines 35-36; cf. p. 423. 30 Ibid., p. xxv.

31 Ibid., p. 288, lines 25-27.

32 Georgii Pachymeris de Michaele et Andronico Paleologis libri tredecim, ed. 1.
Bekker, Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae, Bonn (1835), vol. 2, p. 108; on
this monastery, see D. Stierman, “Le quartier du Xéropholos & Constantinople
et les reliques vénitiennes du Saint Athanase,” Revue des Etudes Byzantines 19
(1961), pp. 165-188.
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However, the complaints of Athanasius against the Jews have to be un-
derstood not only together with those he has against his ecclesiastical
enemies but also, as he himself makes them, together with his complaints
against the Armenians. Athanasius was not the first to join Jews and
Armenians in one condemnation. Hostility to the latter almost as frequently
appears in the sources as to the former. As with the Jews, this hostility
was primarily religious. Armenian Christianity had from an early period
developed on lines of its own. Its dogma and customs differed radicaily
enough from the Byzantine for it to be thought of as practically un-Chris-
tian as Judaism or Islam. The Armenian alphabet, said by the Armenians
to have descended in letters of fire from heaven, was as strange to the,
Byzantines as Hebrew, probably stranger than Arabic. The Armenian mer-|
chant, the craftsman, the stall-keeper in the bazaar was ‘an explicitly for-
eign element in urban life just like his Jewish counterpart; at times toler-
ated, at times persecuted, always disliked and suspected. Thus, in 1044, a
" riot in Constantinople against the emperor Constantine IX was blamed on
Jews and Armenians, of whom many were forthwith expelled from the
city.®® During the reign of Alexius I, just as the Jews were excluded from
the city proper, so the Armenians, accused of dealings with the Turkish
invaders of Asia Minor, had their church destroyed and their congregation
dispersed.®* In 1185, Eustathius, the Archbishop of Thessalonica, com-
plained of how, when his city was being besieged by the Normans, both
Jews and Armenians enjoyed excellent rations while the rest of the citizens
were starving. What was more, he alleged, the Armenians were enthusias-
tically cooperating with the enemy and — in phrases precisely foreshadow-
ing those of Athanasius — were committing deplorable outrages on the
orthodox.?* In 1204, Armenians settled at Abydus, on the Asiatic side of
the Dardanelles, did co-operate, perhaps not surprisingly, with the empire’s
enemies. They joined Constantinople’s western rulers in an abortive attack
on Nicea, the capital of the empire until 1261, retreated with them into
Europe and, in the province of Thrace, were massacred by the local popu-
lation.?¢ Between 1230 and 1234, Constantine Cabasilas, bishop of Durazzo,

33 See J. Starr, Jews in the Byzantine Empire 641-1204, Athens (1939), p. 195.

34 Michael the Syrian XV.7 = J.B. Chabot, Le chronique de Michel le Syrien,
vol. 3, Paris (1905), p. 185.

35 Eustathii Metropolitae Thessalonicensis Opuscula, ed. T.L. Tafel, Frankfurt (1832),
p- 293; cf. Sharf, op. cit, pp. 148-149.

36 See Angold, op. cit, p. 32; P. Charanis, “On the Ethnic Composition of
Byzantine Asia Minor in the Thirteenth Century,” Studies offered in honour of
St. Kiriakides, Thessalonica (1953), p. 144,
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asked the learned archbishop of Ochrida Demetrius Chomatianus if it could
really be true that Jews and Armenians were allowed to have their own
places of worship. He was answered that this was possible, but on penalty
of such places being destroyed if found not conforming to certain strict
conditions.’” And so we find Athanasius complaining of Jews and Arme-
nians in much the same terms. But the emperor, with the Armenians just
as with the Jews, was unable or unwilling to do anything about it.

The reasons, however, why Andronicus did nothing about the Armenians
are very much more a matter for speculation than the possible reasons for
his deafness to the plea for the expulsion of the Jews from Constantinople.
In contrast to the relatively detailed information on the Jewish quarter,
there is nothing whatever known about Armenians settled at that time in
Constantinople apart from the references, noted here, by Athanasius him-
self. It can only be conjectured that, like the Jews, the Armenians had a
part to play in the economic rehabilitation of the city. But another reason
may be suggested if it be recalled that the Armenians, unlike the Jews, had
at that time a_country of their own. Armenia herself, that is the country
to-day divided between Turkey and Russia, had then for centuries been
under Muslim rule. But an indirect result of the first two Crusades had
been the establishment of an Armenian state in Cilicia, a tract of country
with its coast line stretching roughly from Alexandretta (Iskanderun) in the
east to what is now the Turkish holiday resort of Alanya in the west, with
a hinterland from Iconium (Konyah) to the Taurus Mountains, an area
which included the important centres of Tarsus and Adana. In 1198 By-
zantium, in common with the papacy and the western empire, recognised
it as the independent kingdom of Armenia, The potential strategic value of
Cilician Armenia in the balance of Turks, Crusader states and the new
element of encroaching Mongols, caused Byzantium to take an interest in
it for the next hundred years, an interest which, quite naturally, took no
account of the danger, real or imaginary, from Byzantine Armenians. Thus,
about the time that the Armenians of Abydus were making common cause
with his enemies, Theodore I Lascaris, Byzantine emperor of Nicea, made
what to Cilicia seemed a useful alliance by marrying his son to a princess
of the Cilician royal house.** In 1294, the same patriarch of Alexandria

37 Demetrii Chomatiani ad C. Cabasilam Responsum XXII, ed. J, Pitra, Analecta
sacra et classica spicilegio Solesmensi parata, vol. 6, Paris (1891), cols. 661-664;
cf. Starr, Romania, p. 81; Bowman, pp. 266-267. ,

38 See Angold, p. 41; Sirarpie Der Nersessian, The Armenians, London (1969),
p. 47.

[278]



JEWS, ARMENIANS AND ATHANASIUS 1

whom Athanasius accused of iconoclasm, was sent by Andronicus to the
Armenian king Hetum II in search of a suitable princess for Michael, the
emperor’s son, who had just been crowned co-emperor as heir presump-
tive.?® Hetum offered two sisters of his to choose from of whom the eldest
Xene, was baptised into the orthodox faith and married Michael. The
younger, Theophano, was also allotted a noble bridegroom but died before
her marriage could take place.® In 1296, Hetum paid a state visit to
Constantinople which lasted six months. He was the welcome guest of the
co-emperor, and took the opportunity to press, albeit unsuccessfully, for a
Byzantine alliance against the Mamlukes of Egypt, at that time a serious
threat to his country. A little while later he visited Constantinople again
to ask for help against his brother whom he had appointed regent during
his previous absence and who had seized the throne. In .1299, Hetum was
forced to flee Armenia and Andronicus gave him refuge. Eventually he
regained his throne with some Byzantine help, and Andronicus then saw to
it that Hetum’s rivals were securely imprisoned at Constantinople, an im-
prisonment whence they never emerged alive.*!

It certainly does not need emphasising that marriage alliances, or other
expressions of friendship towards Cilician Armenia, are hardly to be classed
with the preferential treatment forced upon Byzantium by Venice. Byzan-
tium’'s need for good relations with Venice are not at all comparable with
her interests in Cilician Armenia, and so could hardly have afforded the
kind of protection to Armenians on imperial territory which Venice gave
to those who successfully claimed it, Nevertheless it is not irrelevant to
notice that the Armenian marriage, Hetum’s visits and the help given him
took place very shortly before Athanasius began to demand the expulsion
of Armenians from Constantinople. It may be that these circumstances,
together with any influence that the Armenian princess may have exercised
on her husband and father-in-law, are among the reasons why her compa-
triots remained undisturbed.

This unwillingness or inability of Andronicus has also to be considered
in the light of his character, and then in that of his relations with Athana-
sius. It has been said of Andronicus that nature had intended him for a

39 Pachymeres, vol. 2, p. 203; cf. Talbot, pp. 312-313.

40 Pachymeres, ibid., pp. 205-206; cf. G.G. Mikaelyan, History of the Cilician Ar-
menian State, Erevan (1952), p. 428 (in Russian).

41 Haytoni flos historiarum terre orientis, Documents latins et francais rélatifs a
PArménie, ed. C. Kohler and others, Recueil des Historiens des Croisades, vol. 5
= Documents Arméniens vol. 2, Paris (1906), pp. 328-329; Pachymeres, vol. 2,
p. 242; cf. Mikaelyan, pp. 428-430.
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professor of theology, a subject which engrossed any spare time he had,
and that he was but accidentally an emperor.*? It is true enough that among
the generality of Byzantine emperors, so often theologically inclined, he
was an exceptional enthusiast. Yet it ought to be added that comparison
to a professor is quite misleading if this implies an academic detachment.
His particular sort of enthusiasm sprang from a piety not very common
even at that time in a layman. Like any monk, and more than some, Adro-
nicus devoted himself to prayer and fasting. For days at a stretch, he would
take no food at all, while he passed the nights in continuous vigils. He
gave himself over to the strictest of ascetic practices which were reflected
in the strictness of his court and the modesty of its ceremonial.** Not sur-
prisingly, therefore, he was likely to support the church against the secular
administration. He was thoroughly convinced, he once hotly declared, that
if the patriarch were judged to have committed a fault, he could not sub-
mit himself to the emperor like any common wrongdoer.* And it was to
be expected that his passion for theology, quite apart from any political
calculation, should make almost the first act on accession to be the repudia-
tion of the Union of Lyons, followed by the persecution of any who con-
tinued to support it. But piety and theology brought Andronicus to greater
extremes. When his father died on campaign, he ordered that the body be
only covered with stones, to protect it from wild animals. Michael VIII
did not deserve Christian burial rites, still less a state funeral in the capital.
Such was the hatred Andronicus had for his father’s Unionist heresy.*®
Perhaps these same qualities and inclinations of his brought Andronicus
to pursue another interest, and one concerning more closely the present
discussion. One of the many Byzantine examples of Christian apologetic
intended to rebut supposed Jewish objections to Christian dogma or custom
is a “Dialogne against the Jews” attributed to “Andronicus of Constanti-
nople.”#¢ Forty years ago, in what is still the only complete collection of

42 W. Miller, The Latins in the Levant, London (1908), p. 176.

43 Pachymeres, vol. 2, pp. 193-194.

44 Ibid., p. 159.

45 Nicephori Gregorae Historia Byzantina, ed. L. S¢hopen, Corpus Scriptorum His-
toriae Byzantinae, vol. 1, Bonn (1829), p. 153; cf. Nicol, pp. 93-94.

46 Andromici Comneni Dialogus contra Judaeos, Patrologiae cursus completus, series
graeca-latina, ed. JP. Migne (= MPG), vol. 133, cols. 791-924; trans. AL. Wil-
liams, Adversus Judaeos, Cambridge (1935), pp. 181-187; apart from the seven
lines referred to in note 48 below, only Latin versions of the Greek original
have ever been printed. Although it has not yet been possible to consult any of
the three Greek MSS extant, the fidelity of the MPG version has never, so far
as we know, been questioned.
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source references to Byzantine Jews before the Fourth Crusade, this Andro-
nicus was identified, albeit with reservations, as Andronicus I Comnenus
(1183-1185).#" At first glance, what the author says about himself in seven
introductory lines of verse seems to support this:

“ I Soyuatixg t@vde Tdy Adywy ydous,

v “Efgaixiy 8EcAéyyovea mhdvny,

Ta¢ edoefeic defxovor Toig maTols Tolfovs.

> Eyoaya 8¢ attry > Avdodvixog éx mofod,
ddeApdmars dvaxvtog, Adodvwy yévoug
Kouynvopuois, éx XefactoxgdTogog

glg yiw moooayBels, nal yAvxd fAéyas pads.”*d

(“The doctrinal grace of these words refutes Jewish error and makes
manifest to the faithful the paths of righteousness, These words An-
dronicus lovingly wrote, the nephew of a lord of Ausonian race and
sprung from the Comneni, brought into the world by a Sebastocrator
to see the sweet light.”)

Andronicus 1 was the nephew of John II Comnenus. John could be called
an “Ausonian,” a poetic way of giving him a good Roman pedigree (the
Ausonians were supposedly the original inhabitants of Italy), because the
Byzantines thought of themselves and their institutions as Roman — as
the only legitimate heirs of theé Roman Empire. However, there is no
evidence that Isaac, the father of this Andronicus, was ever sebastocrator;
nor is it very likely, since this was a new rank- created by Alexius I, the
father of John and Isaac, which made its holder second in the hierarchy
only to the emperor himself — and Isaac was the younger son.** But this
is not the real objection to identifying the author of the “Dialogue” with
Andronicus I. In expiating on Jewish errors, the author remarks how, as
a punishment for them, the Jews have lived in exile until the present year,
the six thousand, eight hundred and eighteenth since the creation of the
world.® This “year of the world,” according to the so-called “Byzantine
Era,” is equivalent to the year 1310 C.E.® If the text is reliable here and

47 Starr, Byzanine Jewry, p. 238.-

48 Williams, p. 181, note 4; a Latin version is in MPG vol. 133, col. 793.

49 Annge Comnenae Alexiadis III. 4; ed. & trans, B. Leib, L’Alexiade &' Anne
Comnéne, vol, 1, Paris (1937), pp. 113-114; cf. L. Bréhier, L'Institutions de I'em-
pire byzantin, Paris (1949), p. 39, p. 43.

50 MPG vol. 133 col. 869C; Williams, p. 185.

51 See V. Grumel, Traites détudes byzantines, vol. 1. La chronologie, Paris (1958),
p- 260. :
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it has never, so far as we know, been suggested otherwise, identification
of the author with Andronicus I has to be abandoned.

An alternative then presents itself. This “Andronicus of Constantinople,”
the author of a theological polemic in or shortly after 1310, might not un-
reasonably be identified with our pious professor of theology, Andronicus
II. His description of himself remains valid. The “lord,” his uncle, need
not be an emperor: the Greek can equally well mean any member of
nobility or, indeed, any great man. Nor is his description of that uncle (or
of himself; the phrase is ambiguous) as sprung from the Comneni, rather
than from the Paleologi, a serious objection, any more than his avoidance
of mention that, in fact, he himself was the son of an emperor. Tt is scarcely
to be wondered at that, when introducing a defence of orthodox dogma
against the Jews, Andronicus should prefer to mention his father as cir-
cuitously as possible. Such a defence could not be compromised by associa-
tion with one who would have compromised with Rome, the enemy of the
Byzantine church much on a par, as Athanasius implied, with the Jews.
Similarly it is quite natural that, just as he calls a Byzantine lord “Auso-
nian,” expressing in poetic language the general Byzantine claim of imperial
legitimacy, he should make on his own behalf the particular claim of be-
longing to the family of the Comneni. For the Paleologi prided themselves
on what they called this “golden ancestry,” because that ancestry, however
tenuous in reality, gave them a symbolic claim to the imperial throne.?
Another objection does remain, but it is the same as that against identifying
the author with Andronicus I. There is no record that Michael VIII ever
held the rank of sebastocrator, any more than did Isaac, the father of
Andronicus I. At least, with Michael, the holding of such a rank was not
so unlikely since his standing at the Nicean court had been very much
higher than had been Isaac’s at the court of Alexius. The “Dialogue” has
only one other personal reference, one that also can readily fit Andronicus
II. The author claims that, for the purpose of his polemic, he talked with
learned Jews not only at Constantinople, but also in Macedonia and Thes-
saly.’* Andronicus II visited Thessaly in 1298 and stayed in Thessalonica,
one of the chief cities of Byzantine Macedonia, from just before Easter
until the end of November, 1299.*

This is not the first time that the chronological reference in the *“Dia-
logue” has led to speculation tending, in one way or another, to connect

52 Pachymeres, vol. I, p. 65; cf. Angold, p. 69.
53 MPG vol. 133, cols. 798B—799A.
54 Pachymeres, vol. 2, p. 275; pp. 278-286; ¢f. Nicol, pp. 126-127.
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its authorship with Andronicus II. Its first editor, some three hundred and
fifty years ago, already concluded, though proceeding from a slightly dif-
ferent calendrical calculation, that its author must have lived in the four-
teenth and not in the twelfth century. The editor of the text as it appears
in the standard corpus of patristic and early medieval theological sources,
while at the beginning of his introduction attributing the “Dialogue” to
Andronicus I, towards the end accepted the chronology of the first editor
and suggested that the author may have been someone he called “Andro-
nicus II Comnenus” (sic), or “Andronicus the Younger.”ss That the “Dia-
logue” was written at the beginning of the fourteenth century has since
been accepted by others, usually with no explicit suggestion for an author.’®
However, in 1974, the “Dialogue” was attributed, with virtually no discus-
sion, to another Andronicus, a nephew of Andronicus II, about whom
scarcely anything is known.’” The only advantage of this attribution is that
it fits the introductory verses slightly better, but essentially it is the same
as that advanced here. For, if it be accepted, the core of the present
argument is left untouched: it is hardly likely that this obscure Andronicus
could have written the “Dialogue” unless by the inspiration, or even at
the very behest of, his theologian uncle. Of course, it is perfectly true that,
were it not for the choronological 'evidence, the introductory lines of the
“Dialogue” immediately fit Andronicus I better than Andronicus II and
better, for the matter of that, than they do his nephew, the other Andro-
nicus since then, too, the mention of Comnenus instead of Paleologus has
first to be interpreted. However, even if the chronological evidence be
rejected, it is very unlikely that Andronicus I was the author of the “Dia-
logue.” That particular emperor was known for his fotal indifference to
religious questions. Disputes over the niceties of dogma or ritual, that
favourite Byzantine occupation of which the generality of emperors were
so fond, bored Andronicus I to distraction. Coming to the throne late in
life, after years of rather doubtful adventures and then of intrigue and
violence about which there are no doubts at all, his foremost interest was
power — to gain it and keep it by any and every means.’® His character
was the very opposite of our professor of theology by nature and an em-
peror by accident. And so it seems probable that, directly or through the

55 MPG vol. 133, cols. 793-794.

56 See e.g. K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Literatur, Munich (1897),
p. 91; G. Sarton, Introduction to the History of Science, vol. 3, pt. 1, Baltimore
(1947), p. 414,

57 Bowman, p. 103, p. 104,

58 See C. Diehl, Figures byzantines, vol. 2, Paris (1909), pp. 92-93.
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pen of another, one expression of the piety of Andronicus I, of his reli-
‘gious enthusiasm, was this polemic against his Jewish subjects. Nor is this
probability lessened by the fact that the “Dialogue” itself is somewhat
unimpressive. It shows no great originality but largely repeats the arguments
of its many predecessors. Its explanation, for example, of how the Virgin
Mary was supposed by the Christians to be a descendant of King David,
its citation of passages in the Pentateuch supposedly referring to the trinity,
its tales of Jews supposedly converted to Christianity by wonder-working
icons, are all to be found in earlier polemic of this kind.*® On the contrary,
it is precisely this traditional content of the “Dialogue” which supports
the probability that its author was entirely at home in Byzantine apologetics,
a subject to which Andronicus II with his theological interests could hardly
have been a stranger.

‘Whatever weight should be attached to the foregoing arguments that one
expression of these interests was “The Dialogue against the Jews,” there
is nothing at all problematic about the way in which the character of
Andronicus and his inclinations expressed themselves in another context,
in his relations with Athanasius — a context no less relevant to an under-
standing of the attitude of Andronicus towards the Jews and Armenians
of Constantinople. Athanasius, as has been seen, finally resigned when
Andronicus had failed to support him against his enemies. But this failure
does not in the least reflect what the emperor thought about his patriarch.
Athanasius would not have been appointed at all had he not been the
personal choice of Andronicus. It is true that, in the first place, the chief
reason was that Andronicus thought him to be the very man for bringing
back order to a church which apart from the dispute over union had been
disrupted, for a variety of causes not germane to the present discussion,
by a party in fierce opposition to Michael during the whole of his reign,
and scarcely less so to Andronicus.®® However, even after it had become
only too clear that the new patriarch’s uncompromising ideas of discipline
were thoroughly antagonising the emperor’s ecclesiastical supporters as
much as his opponents, Andronicus abated not a jot from the fervent
admiration in which he had held Athanasius from the beginning of their
acquaintance, since that character, those proclivities of Andronicus, matched
so perfectly the demands of an unbendingly strict regime. The influence

59 MPG vol. 133, cols. 800C-805C, 859D-862B; cf. J. Parkes, The Conflict of the
Church and the Synagogue, London (1934), pp. 291-294.

60 See A.A. Vasiliev, History of the Byzantine Empire 324-1453, Madison (1928),
pp. 659-665.
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which Athanasijus exercised over Andronicus was indeed so well known
that the story of the icon and the footstool was eventually told in an
appropriately libellous version: the icon had depicted the emperor with a
bit in his mouth and Athanasius holding the reigns.®* Between 1290 and
1293, unfortunately for these two pious rulers of church and state, Andro-
nicus had often to be absent from Constantinople, and so could not prevent
the campaign against Athanasius which ended his first patriarchate, But
he took the first opportunity of bringing him back, Nor did the strong
possibility that Athanasius, on being forced out of office, had included the
emperor’s name in a comprehensive anathema of his enemies make the
emperor any less eager. On the contrary, so much did the emperor remain
his faithful disciple that he thought his return all the more necessary, for
only then could the anathema be removed.® In 1303, such an opportunity
presented itself. Two mild earthquakes had scared the people. Andronicus
persuaded a vast crowd that only the return of Athanasius could save the
city from a worse disaster. Yet his patent sincerity, his imperial dignity and
the pressure of public opinion together only succeeded in re-instating Atha-
nasius against a hardly yielding ecclesiastical opposition, while his contin-
uance in the patriarchate for a further six years was only achieved by the
exercise of every kind of imperial prerogative.®® Nor was it the frequent
rebukes — not only about Jews and Armenians — which Andronicus got
from his favourite that caused him finally to abandon him, but the growing
conviction that the split in the church, with its ever more dangerous reper-
cussions on Byzantine society and on the administration, would not be
mended while Athanasius remained patriarch.

Thus, there is an extraordinarily striking contrast. Cn the one hand,
there is the immunity enjoyed by Jews and Armenians — whatever hand
Andronicus may have had in actually re-establishing their communities. So
far as the Jews went, so remarkable it seems was this immunity that his
apparent tolerance towards them has caused some to believe that Andro-
nicus was personally pro-Jewish.* And we have tried to show that scarcely
less remarkable was his tolerance towards Armenians. On the other hand,
even if he were neither the author nor the inspiration of the “Dialogue,”
there is enough evidence both about his own character and his relations

61 Gregoras, vol. 1, pp. 258-259.

62 See Talbot, pp. xix-xx.

63 Ibid., pp. xxiii-xxv; cf. Nicol, pp. 109-110.

64 P. Charanis, “The Jews in the Byzantine Empire under the First Paleologi,”
Speculum 22 (1947), p. 76; Bowman, p. 103.
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with Athanasius to make it highly improbable that religious toleration
played any part whatever in his thoughts or actions. Quite the contrary:
if nothing else, the continued persecution of Unionists suggests the opposite.
We have proposed possible economic or political considerations in virtue
of which, as against his treatment of Unionists, Andronicus allowed Jews
and Armenians to live in comparative peace and security, and this despite
the insistence of Athanasius that their presence in Constantinople was on
a par with the most heinous of transgressions. The contrast between this
policy of Andronicus, both with his character and with the respect he bad
for Athanasius, emphasises as clearly as possible the political or economic
importance attached to the two communities by Andronicus, or by the
regime of which he was the head — a situation for which the venality of
a single official, however senior, cannot be a sufficient explanation.

[286]



AN ARMENIAN KING AT THE COURT OF RICHARD II

During the winter of 1385 Richard II, King of England, received an unusual
guest — Leo VI, King of Armenia,! who by then had been ten years an exile
from his country, lost to the Muslims, and who came to England after having
been the guest of Charles VI of France. It seems that Leo was most welcome,
that Richard particularly desired his comfort and enjoyment. The necessary
safe conduct, issued on October 24th, included permission for Leo and his party
to bring with them barrels of French wine.2 On his arrival at Dover shortly
after, Leo was met by the Earls of Cambridge and Buckingham, two of
Richard’s uncles, who conducted him to London.3 He kept Christmas with
Richard at Eltham Palace, some nine miles to the south-east, a Christmas
prolonged, as was then customary for those whose estate could afford it, by
festivities lasting a month or more. On his departure in February he was given
two farewell gifts by Richard: three thousand gold nobles — the equivalent
of £1,000 in the coinage of those days* — elegantly presented to him in a model

1  Sometimes called Leo V, depending on whether the first ruler of that name be included
in the regnal lists of Cilician Armenia or no; see G.G. Mikaelyan, History of the Cilician
Armenian State (Erevan, 1952), p. 475 (in Russian); F. Tournebize, Histoire. politique et
religieuse de I’ Arménie (Paris, 1910), p. 849 (Index); J. Issaverdens, Armenia and the
Armenians 1 (Venice, 1874), p. 354.

2 T. Rymer, Foedera, conventiones, litterae et cuiuscunque generis acta publica VII, 481; ed.
G. Holmes, 3rd. edn. (London, 1740), I1T, iii, 186-187.

3 See Jean Froissart, Oeuvres, ed. Kervyn de Lettenhove (Brussels, 1871), XII, 13; for the
possible date of Leo’s arrival, see L. Mirot, “Une tentative d’invasion en Angleterre
pendant la Guerre de Cent Ans (1385-1386)"", Revue des Etudes Historigues, 81 (1915),
p. 438; J. Calmette, “La France et I’Angleterre en Conflit”, Histoire du Moyan Age, VII,
1 (Paris, 1937), p. 240.

4 Issues of the Exchequer; being a collection of payments made out of His Majesty’s Revenue,
from King Henry I to King Henry VI inclusive, ed. F. Devon (Londen, 1837), p. 229;
a noble was reckoned at 6/8d, a mark at 13/4d; see L.T. Smith, Expeditions to Prussia
and the Holy Land made by Henry, Earl of Derby (London, 1894), Introduction, p. xcviii
(Camden Society, New Series, no. 52). ’
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ship of silver gilt5 — and the promise of a further £1,000 every year until he
recovered his lost kingdom.6 That promise was honoured. In 1391, two years
before he died, his emmissaries received a safe-conduct to come to England
and collect the instalment then due.” The following year he was still in Paris
and his pension was still being paid.8

The value of these gifts of Richard’s was not inconsiderable when compared
to other amounts of money allotted in those days for various purposes. In 1392,
for example, the very rich John of Gaunt, Duke of Lancaster, Richard’s eldest
uncle, allowed his son Henry, Earl of Derby, the future King Henry IV, two
thousand marks (about £1,300) for the running of his household that year.® In
the same year, the total cost of governing Ireland was estimated at eight
thousand marks (about £5,000).10 The so-called tenths and fifteenths, the
taxes on moveables for the whole of England, might produce no more than
£38,000.11 At the lower end of the scale, it is worth noting that, towards the
end of the fourteenth century, £180 could be the yearly landed income of a quite
well-off knight.12 The relatively lavish treatment of Leo which these com-
parisons suggest becomes more striking in the context of the means Richard
had at his disposal. The exchequer was chronically short of money. Not so long
before Leo’s visit, the financial burden of the French wars had necessitated the
imposition of that additional tax which was one immediate cause of the
Peasants’ Revolt. For such shortages, Richard’s personal expenditure was now
more and more being held to blame, and his demands for money were provok-
ing the fiercest of opposition from the magnates and from parliament. Precisely
during the autumn and winter of 1385 he was insistently told that the exchequer
might be in better case if he were more careful with his gifts.13

5  Thomae Walsingham Ypodigma Neustriae, ed. H.T. Riley (London, 1876), p. 343 (Rolls
Series no. 28); cf. Historia vitae et regni Ricardi II a monacho de Evesham consignata, ed.
T. Hearne (Oxford, 1729), p. 69, — normally not an independent source for this period
but here giving the correct date which Walsingham does not.

6 Calendar of the Patent Rolls of the Reign of Richard II, 111 (London, 1900), p. 110 (Rolls
Series no. 164).

7  Rymer, Foedera, V11, 706 (Holmes, III, iv, 71).

Issues of the Exchequer, pp. 245-246.

9  See K.B. McFarlane, The Nobility of Later Medieval England (Oxford, 1973),p.9%9. 1 am
indebted to my colleague, Dr. Stuart Cohen, for drawing my attention to this work and
to that cited in the next note. The sum in pounds is according to Smith (note 4, above),
as is the sum referred to in the next note.

10 A. Tuck, Richard II and the English Nobility (London, 1973), p. 155.

11 E.B. Fryde, “Parliament and the French Wars”, Historical Studies of the English Parlia-
ment I, ed. E.B. Fryde & E. Miller (Cambridge, 1970), p. 247.

12 McFarlane, Nobility, p. 96.

13 Tuck, Richard II, p. 99.
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What, then, were Richard’s motives for his gifts to Leo? First of all it is, of
course, highly probable that anger at this opposition was one of them, anger at
this attempt to limit personal expenditure — every mediaeval king’s most
sensitive, most vulnerable point, and particularly so with Richard. No one had
the right to dictate what gifts he gave. He would have his way and brook no
denial, with a stubborness (or a justifiable interpretation of royal privilege)
which, not very long after Leo’s death, would lead to his own deposition and
murder. And there is no doubt of the magnates’ hostility in this specific in-
stance, sufficiently strong to make him react by emphasising his hospitality. If
Cambridge and Buckingham obeyed the command to greet the visitor their
words of greeting, as will be seen, were hardly warm, and there were many
quick to declare that Richard was being deceived by this Armenian trickster
who was only looking for an easy life at other people’s expense.l4 However, it
is also probable that there were more reasons than merely an inveterate in-
clination to provoke his magnates for Richard’s generosity to an obscure and
exiled oriental monarch. For these, it is necessary to consider Leo’s own
declared purpose in coming to France as to England: the reconciliation of the
two countries, then in the middle of that intermittent conflict afterwards called
the Hundred Years’ War, so that they would be free to help him regain his lost
kingd om, an act which would at the same time be the opening of a new crusade.

This linking of Armenia with the crusades was no invention of Leo’s; it had
by his day a long history. The Armenia ruled by him lay to the south-west of
Armenia proper, itself long since under Muslim domination of one kind or
another. At its greatest extent, during most of the thirteenth century, this later
Armenia had been an independent and relatively powerful Christian state,
whose centres were in that part of Asia Minor known as Cilicia to classical and
mediaeval geographers. Its coast line had extended from slightly south of
Alexandretta (Iskanderun) to the longtitude of Iconium (Konyah), that is
approximately to the modern seaside resort of Alania, and its hinterland to the
lower ranges of the Taurus Mountains. The establishment of Cilician Armenia
had been warmly welcomed in the West: at his coronation in 1198 its first king
had received his royal insignia from the Holy Roman Emperor Henry VI, at
the hands of the imperial and papal legate the Archbishop of Mainz.15 The
reason for this welcome is to be found in its importance for “Outremer”, for
the Crusader kingdoms: Cilician Armenia alone remained to guard the northern

14 Thomae Walsingham quondam monachi S. Albani Historia Anglicana 11, ed. H.T. Riley
(London, 1864), p. 151 (Rolls Series no. 28).

15 For a succinct account of this period in Armenian history, see Sirarpie der Nersessian,
The Armenians (London, 1969), pp. 44-53.
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approaches after the loss of the County of Edessa and of most of the Princi-
pality of Antioch. :

It might be thought, after Antioch had fallen in 1268 and Acre in 1291, after
the last crusader castles in Syria and Palestine had been lost at the beginning of
the fourteenth century, that the importance of Cilician Armenia would have
greatly increased for the West, since it then was one of the two remaining
bases — the other was Cyprus — from which a serious counter-attack could
ever be mounted. But the reality was different. During the first half of the
fourteenth century, when it was the turn of Armenian territory to be steadily
eroded by Egyptian or by Turkish conquests, the West showed little interest.
Between 1306 and 1321 for example, a certain Marino Sanuto, a Venetian living
on the then Genoese island of Naxos in the Aegean, wrote to Philip V, King of
France, explaining how a quite small expeditionary force could help Armenia
and, thus, a new crusade; how, at the same time, both Venice and Genoa should
be persuaded to divert their trade from Egypt, thus denying it the opportunity
of buying materials useful for war, to trade routes through Armenia itself, thus
strangthening it, and through lands ruled by the Mongols, who would be able
to help against both Egyptians and Turks as they had done before. However,
although there had been talk of a new crusade, Sanuto’s proposals were
ignored.16 Another proposal, which actually included a two-pronged thrust
from Cyprus and from Armenia, was widely discussed at about the same time
as Sanuto’s, but achieved no better result.17

The next appeal for European help came, as Leo’s was to come, from an
Armenian king and was addressed, as Leo’s was to be, to the kings of France
and England. At the beginning of 1343, Guy de Lusignan, of the same family
as Leo and, like him, of mixed French-Armenian origin,!® wrote to Edward III
for help against the enemies threatening his country.!9 That summer, Guy’s
ambassadors arrived in London having already been received, as Leo was to
be, at the French court.20 In September Edward wrote to Guy expressing the
great concern that the description of Armenia’s plight had caused. However, to
his great regret, his own engagement in the French war prevented him from
taking any action. Yet, for all his concern, he cannot have read Guy’s letter

16 Marino Sanuto, Liber secretorum fidelium crucis (Hanau, 1611), pp. 5-6; on the date of
composition and the author, see Mikaelyan, pp. 451-452; cf. S. Runciman, 4 History of
the Crusades, 111 (Cambridge, 1954), pp. 440-441.

17 See Runciman, Crusades, p. 433.

18 On the Lusignan family, see A. Molinier, ‘“Famille de Lusignan”, La Grande Encyclopédie
XXII (Paris, n.d., series 1887-1902), cols. 775-116.

19 Rymer, Foedera, V, 358 (Holmes, II, iv, 141).

20 Ibid., V, 375 (Holmes, II, iv, 148).
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very carefully, since he addressed him by the name of his dead predecessor —
although the letter to Edward had ended explicitly enough with the words
Guido Armenorum rex.2! Guy’s ambassadors had had no better luck with the
King of France, Philip VI.22 Again, as twenty years previously, there had been
plans for a crusade, perhaps more serious ones on this occasion, and much
encouraged by the pope, John XXII but, on the outbreak of hostilities between
England and France, they came to nothing.23 In 1347, the pope Clement VI
appealed to Edward directly, asking him to make peace with France and help
the Armenians.2¢ He did not even get a reply. In 1362, there seems to have been
another similar appeal to Edward. Certain “Armenian knights” seized the
opportunity of a tournament held in his presence to which they, among other
visitors, had been invited, by asking his help “against the unbelievers who had
invaded their borders”.25 J

No more is known of this last appeal; presumably there was even less of a
reaction to it than there had been to the others. In any event, by then it was
probably too late. The beasts, as Sanuto had put it,26 between whose jaws
Armenia was gripped — the Turks and the Egyptians, the Venetians and
Genoese who helped them by trading with them — were now tearing her to
pieces. In 1365, after three years of virtual anarchy, the throne was offered to
Leo, the other Lusignan to reign in Armenia. For nine years the obvious lack
of unanimity behind the offer discouraged him, while Genoese intrigues,
whatever his inclinations, prevented him from accepting.2’” When, in 1374, he
finally entered the mountain capital of Sis, there was little else of Cilician
Armenia left over which to reign.28 : }

Yet Egyptian and Turkish conquests, Genoese intrigues and internal disorder
were not the only forces of destruction. To them was added religious dissension.
The Armenian Church accepted neither the Roman nor the Byzantine dogma.
However, from the beginning of the fourteenth century, the papacy had re-
doubled its long pursued missionary efforts among the Armenians, efforts in
which its blessing on the establishment of the Cilician kingdom had been the

21 Ibid., V, 387 (Holmes, II, iv, 152); cf. letter referred to in note 19, above.

22 See Mikaelyan, History of the Cilician Armenian State, p. 460.

23 See A.S. Atiyah, The Crusade in the Later Middle Ages (London, 1938), pp. 96-111.

24 Rymer, Foedera V, 544 (Holmes, III, i, 4).

25 Walsingham, Historia Anglicana 1 (London, 1863), pp. 296-297.

26 Marino Sanuto, Liber secretorum, p. 32.

27 Jean Dardel, Chronique d’Arménie, ed. C. Kohler, Recueil des Historiens des Croisades:
Documents Arméniens, 11 (Paris, 1906), ch. 54 (Kohler, pp. 43-44); on this source, see
text to note 38, below.

28 See Mikaelyan, History of the Cilician Armenian State, pp. 469—471; Dardel, Chronique
d’Arménie, Introduction, p. viii, note 4.
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first important step. Now repeated promises of military aid from the West,
perhaps in the form of a full crusade, as the reward for conversion, began to
show results. By 1316 a catholic faction had emerged strong enough to cause a
proclamation of union with Rome at a synod of the church.2® In 1346 the
papacy obtained a formal declaration from most of the nobility pledging the
explicit profession of the catholic faith by the whole of the Armenian people,

merely in return for the promise of financial upkeep for sufficient soldiers to
defend what was left of the country. In other words, whatever the appeals to
France or England, there was no belief in the possibility of a genuine military
response, whether or not labelled a crusade. But money for mercenaries was
also not forthcoming. A promised yearly subsidy of 12,000 florins (a little under
£2,000)30 was never paid on the grounds that the pledge of national loyalty to
Rome was not being kept.3! Indeed, it could not be. Papal blandishments had
no other effect than to divide the Armenians ever more irreconcilably into
so-called ““unionists” and “‘schismatics”, the latter considerably more numerous
because of a natural disinclination to abandon nearly a thousand years of
ecclesiastical autonomy.32 Repeated proclamations of loyalty only emphasised
their uselessness as means of defence for Armenia — just as similar proclama-
tions a little while later were equally useless for Byzantium.

The Franco-Armenian Leo of Lusignan was as faithful a catholic as Guy de
Lusignan had been, and was warmly recommended for that reason to the
Armenians by Pope Urban V.33 But Leo must have remembered that Guy was
murdered after three years on the throne, and so made an extraordinary effort
to win at the outset, at least in religion, the loyalty of all his subjects. Unwilling
to forego the rites of his own church, he had himself crowned between two
altars, at one of which officiated the catholic Bishop of Hebron and at the other
Paul I, the “Catholicos” or patriarch of Armenia.34 It may have been this
double ceremony which impressed Richard, causing him to single out Leo’s
“toleration” as one reason for the loss of his kingdom.35 It certainly did not
help him with the Armenians. If his journey to Sis through hostile territory had
been made even more hazardous by conspiracies,6 a few short months after
this coronation of his he was compelled to surrender his country and himself

29 See Tournebize, Histoire politique et religieuse, pp. 309-400.

30 See Smith, Expeditions to Prussia, Introduction, p. cii.

31 See Mikaelyan, History of the Cilician Armenian State, pp. 462-463.

32 Ibid., p. 444; ¢f. Tournebize, Histoire politique et religieuse, p. 719.

33 Issaverdens, pp. 354-355; Mikaelyan, History of the Cilician Armeinan State, pp. 469-470.
34 Dardel, Chronique d’Arménie, chs. 81-82 (Kohler, pp. 65-66).

35 Reference as in note 8, above.

36 See Tournebize, Histoire politique et religieuse, pp. 710-712.
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to the Egyptians, through the desertion of his followers and the treachery of
the Catholicos. The Armenians, it seems, as the author of the source describing
these events puts it, “preferred to be under the dominion of the Saracens than
under the rule of their natural lord. Indeed,” he adds, “for the past hundred
years they have always killed their best kings”.37 The author was the Franciscan
monk Jean Dardel who became Leo’s secretary and fervent admirer during his
imprisonment in Cairo, writing largely at his dictation. The result, biased as it
must obviously be, is nevertheless the sole extant source for the last years of
Cilician Armenia and for some of Leo’s subsequent vicissitudes.38

It was with Dardel’s help that Leo eventually managed to obtain his release
through the intervention of John I King of Castile — but it took him five years.
Perhaps even after his downfall Leo was still a figure of some danger in the eyes
of the Egyptian sultan, a figure around whom the Europeans might yet rally
for a crusade. Between 1382 and 1388 Leo did enjoy some importance in Europe,
however complete his failure to achieve any such thing. John heaped him with
honours, granting him the feoffs of Madrid, of Villareal and of Andujar,39 and
wrote enthusiastically on his behalf to Charles VI.40 He was invited to put his
plans for an Armenian crusade both before the Roman Pope Urban VI and the
Avignonese Clement VII, eventually choosing the latter as the one supported
by France and Spain.4l At the end of June, 1384, he arrived in Paris and was
given a magnificent reception. Charles presented him to the French magnates
and invited him to participate in the Royal Council although, born in Armenia
and brought up in Cyprus, he knew little Latin and less French.42 He was
straightway granted a luxurious residence and an annual pension of six thousand
francs (about £2,000).43 It should be remembered that while Charles, then
fifteen years old, was technically of age, France was being ruled by the Regents,
his uncles;#4 the favours bestowed upon Leo came not merely from the decisions
of a romantic youth because “neither he nor his predecessors had had this
honour of a visit from so illustrious a prince, from so distant a land”.45 The

37 Dardel, Chronique d’ Arménie, ch. 102 (Kohler, p. 79); cf. Tournebize, Histoire politique
et religieuse, p. 725.

38 Dardel, Chronique d’ Arménie, Introduction, p. xiii.

39 Ibid., ch. 142 (Kohler, p. 107).

40 Chronique du Religieux de Saint-Denys, ed. & trans. M.L. Bellaguet, T (Paris, -1839),
p- 324 (text)/325 (trans.).

41 Dardel, Chronigue d’ Arménie, Introduction, pp. vii-viii; Mirot, p. 436.

42 Religieux de Saint-Denys, p. 326/321.

43  Froissart, XII, 12; cf. Mirot, p. 437, note 3; for the sum in pounds, see Smith, Introduc-
tion, pp. civ—cv.

44 See J.J.N. Palmer, England, France and Christendom (London, 1972), p. 25.

45 Religieux de Saint-Denys, see note 40.
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exiled King of Armenia, in his call for a crusade to recover the last remnant of
Outremer, still commanded respect, if little else, when he proclaimed an ideal
which had not yet faded from the conscience of the West.

It was with this aura about him that Leo, in the early autumn of 1385,
addressed the members of Charles’ Council on the subject of peace with
England — and in spite of the linguistic difficulty appears to have made himself
well understood. The achievement of peace was, of course, for him just a pre-
liminary step, but he was shrewd enough not to describe it as such.46 He spoke
of no crusade but only of how, while fighting the English was most praiseworthy,
it was still more praiseworthy not to fight if France’s aims could be otherwise
obtained. To that end he offered himself as negotiator, since the English had
no reason to dislike him as they would a Frenchman.4? Leo spoke to more or
less willing ears and offered his services at a favourable moment; only that
summer a plan to invade England had come to nothing.4® On the other hand,
recent successes against England’s Flemish allies had placed France, so it
seemed, in a strong position for peace negotiations. And so Leo’s proposal was
accepted.49 But it is hardly surprising that he himself, contrary to his expecta-
tions, was not so readily accepted as an impartial negotiator. Even' before his
arrival “the English were accusing him of being pro-French.5¢ No more
surprising is it that disclaimers to Cambridge and to Buckingham, and then to
other magnates in Richard’s presence did little to dispel this suspicion, a sus~
picion which partly accounted for their inveterate hostility to him: he had not
been “sent” by Charles he repeatedly insisted, but had come of his own accord
to put forward his own proposals for a peace between England and France.
When asked if, therefore, he had no authority to negotiate, he replied that he
had the authority to promise a halt to any preparations for a fresh compaign
while he was Richard’s guest.51 ' :

However, the true issue was neither Leo’s impartiality nor the nature of his
diplomatic status, any more than it was his sincerity — whether his true purpose
was only to ensure for himself a comfortable life in exile, as some of the mag-
nates asserted. The issue was the possibility of peace with France. And it was
on this issue that Richard differed from the majority of the magnates of Eng-
land. Richard could see no sense in continuing a war which had consumed most
of his grandfather’s energies with little result to show for it, which had been

46 Ibid., pp. 320/321 — 322/323.

47 Ibid., p. 420/421.

48 Ibid., p. 418/419; cf. Mirot, pp. 285-287.

49 See Palmer, England, France and Christendom, pp. 60-61, 67-68.
50 Religieux de Saint-Denys, p. 422/423.

51 Froissart XII, 14-16.
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the cause of social disruption to the point of anarchy, and which was liable to
hinder his own chief aim: the assertion of his “regality”, of his royal pre-
rogative. For the magnates, the position was exactly the opposite. The cus-
tomary ways in which armies were raised and commanded usually increased
their prestige whenever England was at war, while if continuous war weakened
the regality this was precisely what the majority of them wanted. And the
continuation of this particular war increased their prestige for a further reason:
however chimerical its aims of extending, or even preserving, a territorial
conquest in France, the war was popular -— if only because peace without
victory was not. It was partly in order to further his peace policy that Richard
gathered around him his own group of supporters, and it was partly over this
policy of his that those supporters were eventually dispersed and destroyed.5?
Ignoring, therefore, the question of Leo’s status or authority as, indeed, his
granting of a safe-conduct had already, he invited him to address the Royal
Council, just as Charles had done.

Leo addressed the English very differently from his address to the French.
The Christian East had always admired England, he said, and would continue
do so were it not for England’s refusal to make peace with France; it was this
refusal, he was forced to admit, which had placed him in his present un-
fortunate situation. It was Richard’s duty, instead of fighting the French, to
lead together with them a new crusade which would regain Leo his kingdom
and then free the Holy Land from the yoke of Islam. But even if Richard was
not ready for a crusade, he should remember that the war had gained England
nothing and never would. Its cause was the ambition to conquer the whole of
France, and this could never be achieved. France had been united under her
kings for centuries and, since the foundation of power in a realm was the
obedience and unity of its subjects, the realm of France was indestructible.33
Richard declared himself not best pleased by these criticisms, much as he
probably agreed with the substance of what Leo said — the plea for peace: the
precondition for any negotiations, he replied, was the return of the territories
originally in dispute — Normandy and Aquitaine.34 But the substance of his
reply, however genuine his irritation at Leo’s tactlessnes, was no more than a
gesture of conciliation to his magnates who had voiced precisely this objection:
after it was known that the French had evacuated the territories they had
illegally occupied, it would be time to speak of treaties.5s In fact, Richard was

52 Cf. A.R. Myers, England in the Later Middle Ages (London, 1952), p. 7, pp. 16-17.
53 Religieux de Saint-Denys, p. 424/425.

54 Ibid., p. 426/427.

55 Froissart, XII, 1718,
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set upon negotiations and upon Leo as an active participant if not an inter-
mediary, whatever the objections of the magnates, and however much he may
have disliked Lec’s far from impartial exposition. '
Thus, on January 22nd, 1386, a decision to open negotiations with the French
was taken explicitly, in Richard’s words, “because of the prayers and entreaties
of our cousin the King of Armenia”.5% And these negotiations, although they
came to nothing, were seriously pursued. Between February 3rd and March
28th, the delegates of the two countries nearly succeeded in arranging a meeting
between Richard and Charles.57 A few months later Leo tried again. Soon
after negotiations had been broken off, the French began on a new plan for the
invasion of England and in Septmeber, although the season for such an opera-
tion had passed, they had by no means abandoned it. A great fleet was still
concentrated at Sluys on the coast of Flanders, while over most of England
instructions to raise and maintain troops on a war footing, together with many
other meastires for defence taken that spring and summer, were still in force.58
It was at this unpropitious moment that Leo once more got into touch with
Richard — and the reply he received and passed on to Charles was favourable
enough for the latter to agree that negotiations should be re-opened. But this
time, when Charles wished to send Leo to London as his intermediary, the
necessary safe-conduct, which had previously been renewed, was in the end
refused.5® The reason was that, shortly after this new approach by Leo,
Richard’s peace policy had suffered a severe and sudden set-back. Its proponent,
Michael de la Pole, Richard’s chief minister and created Earl of Suffolk for his
loyalty, was overthrown. The Council fell into the hands of Thomas, Duke of
Gloucester (Richard’s youngest uncie), the leader of the war party and of the
whole opposition to Richard, he who a little more than a year later was to be
the guiding spirit of the Lords Appellant, the men who managed the aptly
named “Merciless Parliament”, removing with its approval, by violence or
otherwise, most of Richard’s friends.6% Yet, for all that, in April, 1387, Richard
again found it possible to correspond with Leo about peace negotiations —
though obviously with no result and with no chance of bringing Leo to

56 Rymer, Foedera, VII, 491-2 (Holmes, I11, iii, 191).

57 Religieux de Saint-Denys, p. 426/427; Mirot, p. 440; cf. also L. Mirot & E. Déprez, Les
ambassades anglaises pendant la “Guerre de Cent Ans” 11, Bibliothéque de I'Ecole des
Chartes fasc. 60 (Paris, 1900), pp. 207-208.

58 Calendar of Patent Rolls, III, 217, 258-261; ¢f. Palmer, England, France and Christendom,
pp. 74-75.

59 Rymer, Foedera VII, 502-3 (Holmes, I1I, iii, 195); cf. Palmer, pp. 84-85.

60 Henrici Knighton vel Critton Chronicon 11, ed. J.R. Lumby (London, 1895), p. 249 (Rolls
Series no. 92); cf. Tuck, pp. 121-137.
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London.5! Even this was not the end of Leo’s efforts at mediation or of
Richard’s interest in them. In Septmeber, 1388, a Scottish invasion and growing
money difficulties compelled the Lords Appellant to revise their French policy
and abandon their refusal to consider a peace. It was then that Richard, with
the full approval of the Council, instructed Gloucester to emphasise in a letter
to the Duke of Burgundy that the new negotiations, now in train, had been
initiated once again at the request and the prayers of “your cousin and ours the
King of Armenia”, who was a wholly disinterested party — only concerned
with a truce which would profit both. France and England and thus all
Christendom .52
Richard’s treatment of Leo, therefore, was not only the product of an angry
reaction to criticisms of his extravagance or to attempted curbs of his authority.
It was also an integral element of his whole struggle against ‘the magnates in a
sphere he judged most important — the dispute over foreign policy, over his
search for peace with France. And, since here Richard trusted Leo in exactly
the way that Charles did, since he considered Leo, just as did Charles, despite
repeated disappointment, to be a potentially successful mediator, the favours
Richard bestowed on him were not merely gestures intended to provoke —
though they were probably that too. When Charles lavished gifts Richard, if
only to preserve parity in the negotiations, had to do likewise. It can hardly be
accidental that Leo’s French and English pensions were of identical value.
This identity of attitudes between Richard and Charles also applied, if with
even less of a practical outcome, to Leo in his other capacity — his chief one
so far as he himself was concerned — to Leo as the preacher of a crusade which,
logically enough, could begin with the recovery of Cilician Armenia. The
absence of a response from Richard or his Council to Leo’s plea for his lost
kingdom did not mean an absence of sympathy. On the contrary, as distinct
from an Anglo-French true, such a plea probably commanded, in principle at
least, a sympathy which Richard shared not only with Charles and the French
nobility but also with his own magnates. As has been seen, Leo brought the
latest of such pleas, all of which had failed but most of which had produced
some sort of response. So Leo, too, could not be ignored. If neither Richard
nor Charles had apparently not even discussed it, it was this plea of Leo’s which
was partly the reason why he had been received at all — and why his reception
in both countries had been so warm. If nothing could be said about a crusade,
still less done, at least its advocate could be especially honoured, as he had been
honoured by John of Castile and by two Popes. It was not only the hopes of a

61 See Palmer, p. 107; Calmette, La France et I Angleterre, p. 246.
62 Calendar of Patent Rolls, III, 502-503.
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truce that inspired Leo’s treatment by the kings of France and England. But
sympathy towards Leo was not confined to the two kings. While the still living
idea of a crusade produced few serious preparations, and fewer campaigns
worthy of the name, during the fourteenth century until, in 1396 the disastrous
Crusade of Nicopolis finally killed it, it did express itself in another way. The
individual nobleman who fulfilled his vows to take the cross by making a
pilgrimmage, or by joining a war against the infidel in some land or other, was
by no means a rarity and was much admired. It was in this way that the French
knight Boucicault, one of the few efficient leaders at Nicopolis, had first
acquired his reputation when, in his youth, he had made a pilgrimmage to
Palestine and the Sinai monasteries, and had fought the Muslims in North
Africa.63 An English example was the Earl of Derby who, between 1390 and
1393, both visited Palestine. and fought pagan or reputedly pagan Lithua-
nians.4

The ideal of the individual crusader acquired a fresh vitality from its support
by Philippe de Méziéres (1313-1405),65 who spent the last forty years of his
long and extraordinary life propagating it, after having himself fought Muslims,
managed the affairs of Cyprus, advised Charles V of France, and prepared the
future Charles VI for the throne. In 1368 he put forward proposals, which he
repeated several times, for a new order of kinghthood whose members would
be vowed to the succour of the Christians in the East.5 But their first task
would be the achievement of peace between France and England; this was the
necessary precondition for any successful plan of succour.57 Between 1385 and
1395 he gained impressive adherents both from the French and the English
nobility. Among the English they included the Duke of York, the Duke of
Gloucester and the Duke of Lancaster.68 However little enthusiasm the English
had for an Anglo-French truce, magnates such as these did show a great deal
for the main burden of Philippe’s teaching. Some, like the Earl of Derby, were
inspired to go on various individual enterprises. The Duke of Lancaster became
one of the initiators of the movement which ended at Nicopolis. Another of

63 See J. Delaville le Roulx, La France en orient au xive siécle I (Paris, 1886), pp. 159-165
(Bibliothéque de I'écoles frangaises d’ Athénes et de Rome, fasc. 44). ‘

64 Walsingham, Historia Anglicana, II, 198; Knighton II, 27, 314; Smith, Introduction,
pp- xxxvii-xiiii.

65 For these dates, see A. Molinier, “Description de deux manuscrits de Philippe de
Mézieres”, Archives de I’Orient Latin, 1 (Paris, 1881), p. 336, p. 337.

66 Molinier, Archives de I’Orient Latin, pp. 339-342; cf. Philippe de Méziéres, Letter to King
Richard II, ed. & trans. G.W. Coopland, Liverpool University Press (1975), Introduction,
pp. Xxvii-xxviii; xxxiii-xxiv; text, pp. 103-106; trans., pp- 30-33.

67 Palmer, England, France and Christendom, p. 187.

68 Molinier, Archives de I’Orient Latin, pp. 363-364.
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Philippe’s English adherents led the English contingent who fought there.59 It
was through the Duke of York and the Duke of Gloucester that Philippe, in
his turn, explained to Richard how it was his duty to help the Christians of the
East, and how this duty could only be fulfilled by making peace with France.70
It was only the latter which actually was fulfilled — by Richard’s marriage to
Isabella — but, in his reply, Richard willingly accepted both.”

This appeal of Philippe’s to Richard and his magnates was very like Leo’s —
“and this was not accidental. When Leo came to Paris he quickly became
_Philippe’s close friend and the enthusiastic promoter of his schemes, not

suprisingly so since their aims were, in effect, identical: the restoration of
catholic states in the East, whether it was the Kingdom of Jerusalem or, in
Leo’s eyes, the no less catholic Kingdom of Armenia, aims which only the
chivalry of France and England in union could hope to attain. Leo, before he
met Philippe, had even the idea of a new order of kinghthood devoted to those
aims.72 And so, when Leo came to Richard’s court there clung to him not only
his personal aura, the aura of the last king of Outremer, but also the aura of his
friend, a figure far more famous than he, as the great propagandist on behalf
of the Eastern Christians in their adversity. This aura, this reputation of Leo’s,
his own or borrowed, reflected on him by bis friend, may have eventually even
influenced the English magnates in his favour, for all that they disliked any
prospect of a French peace, and had given him, as has been seen, no very
affectionate reception. It is possible that a final appeal by him, just before his
death in 1393, was listened to with considerable sympathy by no less a person
than the Duke of Lancaster — and by the Duke of Gloucester too, he who five
years pereviously had forced Richard to withdraw his safe-conduct.??

As for Richard, this other, this primary capacity in which Leo appeared
before him — the lone crusader, the figure so greatly popularised by Philippe
his friend and fellow-planner — this capacity of Leo’s, was probably also a
reason for Richard’s lavish treatment of him, empty gesture though in the light
of what was asked it actually was. For Leo’s own story, the story of the end of
Cilician Armenia, was indeed the story of a lone crusader, of a brave knight

69 See A.S. Atiyah, The Crusade of Nicopolis (London, 1934), pp. 46-48; Monumenta
spectantia historiam Slavorum meridionalium 1V, ed. S. Ljubi¢ (Zagreb, 1874), pp. 340-341.

70 See N. lorga, Philippe de Méziéres et la croisade au xive siécle (Paris, 1896), pp. 480481
and note 8, 485-487 (Bibliothéque de I’ Ecole des Hautes Etudes, fasc. 110); Froissart XV,
195-202.

71 See E. Perroy, The Diplomatic Correspondence of Richard II (London, 1933), p. 160,
no. 219.

72 See lorga, Philippe de Méziéres, pp. 462-463.

73 See Palmer, England, France and Christendum, p. 187.
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who had fought the Muslims in Outremer almost single-handed, who in the
face of every trial and sorrow had remained a faithful son of the Church and
who, like many another crusader, had been defeated through the treachery of
his companions. It was a story that must have lost nothing in the telling. So,
no doubt, Richard daily faced by his own tribulations, by the disloyalty in his
eyes of his own advisers, listened and sympathised. Perhaps his sympathy was
expressed in the very unusual words with which the document authorising Leo’s
pension ended: ‘“The curse of God, St. Edmund and the King on any that
contravene this grant”.74

Leo of Lusignan was the last ruler of an independent Armenia. For just six
hundred years, the Armenians have had no land to call their own. Ruled, and
often persecuted, by Turks or by Russians, dispersed to the four corners of the
world, they have nevertheless managed to preserve their national and their
religious identity, wont to compare themselves in this respect to the Jews. But
Leo himself, perhaps because of his loyalty to catholicism, has been almost
forgotten. Fifteen years ago a French Armenian, in a five-act play of doubtful
dramatic value, chose his downfall to illustrate the tragedy of the Armenian
people,”5 and his effigy can be seen among the effigies of the kings and queens
of France at St. Denis. But his tomb that it decorates, as theirs, is empty, the
contents having been removed in an outburst of French revolutionary fervour,
and his bones are mingled with theirs in the common ossuary.

74 Reference as in note 6, above.
75 Armand J. Bédrossian, Leon de Lusignan (Paris, 1960).
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